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Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
MARKET WORKING GROUP MEETING 

September 20-22, 2010 

Dallas / AEP Offices  

 
• Summary of Motions • 

 
1. Agenda Item 9: Future Markets Protocols Approval: Jessica Collins (Xcel) motioned and Ann 

Scott (Tenaska) seconded the approval of the MWG Recommendation on the Future Markets 
Protocols to the MOPC as amended during the meeting.  The motion passed with no oppositions 
and three abstentions from Gene Anderson (OMPA), Matt Moore (GSE), and Darrell Wilson 
(OGE). 
 

2. Agenda Item 14a: Revision Requests, PRR 190 – URD Future Enhancements: Gene 
Anderson (OMPA) motioned and Jessica Collins (Xcel) seconded to reject PRR 190.  The motion 
passed with no oppositions and one abstention from Shah Hossain (Westar). 
 

3. Agenda Item 14b: Revision Requests, PRR 200 – Keep Whole Payments for Out of Merit 
Energy Dispatch: Ann Scott (Tenaska) motioned and Gene Anderson (OMPA) seconded to 
amend the PRR 200 recommendation report as determined in the meeting.  The motion passed 
with one opposition from Shah Hossain (Westar) and one abstention from Jessica Collins (Xcel). 
 

4. Agenda Item 14d: Revision Requests, PRR 213 – Block VRLs for OC Type: Jessica Collins 
(Xcel) motioned and Shah Hossain (Westar) seconded to revise the PRR 213 Recommendation 
Report to include the SPP staff recommendation on VRL levels.  The motion passed with no 
oppositions or abstentions. 
 

5. Agenda Item 14i: Revision Requests, PRR 229 – Deletion of “Removal from dispatch” 
Language: Shah Hossain (Westar) motioned and Darrell Wilson (OGE) seconded to approve 
PRR 229.  The motion passed with no oppositions or abstentions. 
 

6. Agenda Item 14j: Revision Requests, PRR 230 – Language Change for CME Requirement: 
Shah Hossain (Westar) motioned and Rick McCord (EDE) seconded to approve PRR 230 as 
revised during the meeting. The motion passed with no oppositions or abstentions. 
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
MARKET WORKING GROUP MEETING 

September 20-22, 2010 

Dallas / AEP Offices  

•  M I N U T E S  •  

 
Agenda Item 1 – Call to Order, Proxies, Agenda Discussion: 
Richard Ross (AEP) called the meeting to order at 11:00 a.m.  The attendance was recorded and proxies 
were announced (Attachment 1 – MWG Attendance September 20-22 2010). The proxies for the meeting 
included Rich Kosch (LES) for Lee Anderson (LES), Matt Moore (GSEC) for Mike Wise (GSEC) and Josh 
Kirby (WFEC) for James Liao (WFEC).  The following items were added to the agenda (Attachment 2 – 
MWG Agenda September 20-22 2010): Item 6: MMU Design Issues and Item10: High Availability 
Discussion. 
 
Agenda Item 2 – Minutes Approval: 
The minutes from August 16th-18th, August 26th-27th, August 30th-31st, and September 9th-10th MWG 
meetings (Attachment 3 - Minutes for MWG Approval Sep 20-22) were reviewed and no changes were 
made.  Richard Ross (AEP) deemed the minutes approved as posted. 
 
Agenda Item 3 – Working Group/Committee Updates: 
Jessica Collins (Xcel) provided an update from the CWG.   She informed the group that the CWG is 
currently discussing process improvement and its role in implementation.  She also encouraged MWG 
members to have representatives from their respective companies be involved in the CWG. 
 
Debbie James (SPP) reminded the group to complete the organizational surveys. 
 
Agenda Item 4 – Action Items Review: 
Debbie James (SPP) walked through the latest MWG Action Item tracker (Attachment 4 – MWG Actions 
Items 9-20-2010).  The MWG discussed the outstanding action items and closed and clarified some of the 
items.  The MWG Action Item tracker will continue to be updated monthly going forward. 
 
Agenda Item 5 – Review of New Asset Registration Packet: 
Debbie James (SPP) informed the group that a new Asset Registration Packet is available (Attachment 5 
- SPP Registration Packet Template_Rev 1_081910).  
 
Agenda Item 6 – MMU Design Issues 
John Hyatt (SPP) presented new language that was added to the Future Market Protocols. 
 

Additional Mitigation Measures for Resource Offer Parameters 
The group discussed the addition of the Additional Mitigation Measures for Resource Offer 
Parameters section to allow mitigation for market power abuse.  It was confirmed that calculations 
will be done upon offer submission and mitigation measures would apply only when there is 
congestion. Concerns were voiced that when unable to resolve the mitigated parameter will be 
used and the ability of a unit to physically meet mitigated parameters.  Additional edits and 
clarification were made to make the Mitigation Measures language more clear.   

 
John Hyatt (SPP) presented the MMU concerns regarding the Future Market Protocols (Attachment 6 - 
MMU Concerns Regarding the Future Market Protocols). 
 

1) Section 4.1.3.1.1.(4) and 4.2.1.8 – Internal Reserve Zone Obligation Transfer Schedules 
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The concern is that the Transfer Schedules allow Market Participants to reduce the transmission 
capability into the area and possibly have a substantial affect on energy prices.  In addition, it 
forces the system to hold the reserves even if it is substantially less costly to hold reserves on a 
unit within the zone. 

 
2) Section 4.1.3.1.1.(3) – Minimum Operating Reserve Requirements 

The Protocols require that the Reserve Zone Minimum cannot be larger than the sum of available 
Operating Reserve Resource MW within the zone.  The MMU’s concern is that the provision will 
reduce the effectiveness of the scarcity pricing rules and result in incorrect price signals when 
reserve shortages occur. 

 
3) Section 4.1.5 – Scarcity Pricing 

Capacity shortages do not include shortages of Operating Reserve related to insufficient ramping 
capability. 

 
 
Agenda Item 7 – Final Review of Protocols: 
Wayne Camp (Accenture) presented the red-line revisions to the latest version of the Future Market 
Protocols. 
 

Glossary 
The group discussed the updates in the Glossary section to the Settlement Statement, Settlement 
Invoice, and Settlement Determinant Report terms. 
 
Real-Time Balancing Market Settlement 
The group reviewed the additional language added to introduction section of the Real-Time 
Balancing Market Settlement with no changes proposed. 
 
Transmission Congestion Rights Markets Process 
The group began review of the revised language to Transmission Congestion Rights Markets 
section to remove the monthly Auction Revenue Rights (“ARRs”) process and to add a third 
round to the annual ARRs process.  The group discussed and made edits to the ARR Nomination 
Cap calculation associated with NITS service.  The NITS ARR Nomination Cap for an Eligible 
Entity will now be based upon the average of the three highest historical peaks loads since 2007.  
As the review continued, discussion ensued regarding the assumption to limit the amount of ARR 
Self-Conversions in the Annual TCR Auction to the percentage of transmission capability 
released multiplied by the ARR MWs awarded for that period.  Some MWG members stated that 
this assumption would force them into the Monthly TCR Auction even if it was feasible to Self-
Convert all of the ARR awards within a particular period in the Annual TCR Auction.  Wayne 
Camp explained that this criteria was necessary to ensure the funding to ARR holders worked out 
properly in Settlements.  After considerable debate, the MWG decided to defer its review of the 
TCR language to a later date, allowing sufficient time for MWG members to digest all of the 
changes.  The MWG will continue to review the Transmission Congestion Rights Market Process 
and will revisit at the October 18-20 MWG meeting. 
 
Market Monitoring and Mitigation 
Wayne Camp (Accenture) walked the group through the new language that accounted for 
Resources committed for a local reliability issue not represented by a transmission constraint.  
The purpose of this added language throughout this Section was to allow the Market Monitor to 
apply Offer Caps to these types of Resources.  The group made a minor change, changing the 
word “transmission” to “flowgate”. 
 
Loss Pool Identification 
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Loss Pool construction that was initiated on the September 17, 2010 MWG Conference Call 
continued around three identified shortcomings in the current proposal: 

• Load which is served contractually from another Asset Owner is not able to be included in 
the Loss Pool – instead it is assumed to be served by the exchange, which could impact 
rebate calculations 

• Load served by Designated Resource outside the footprint does not get included in that 
Asset Owners Loss Pool; and 

• The output of Joint Owned Units not modeled as separate SLs can’t be included in more 
than one LP 

After considerable discussion regarding potential remedies, the group decided to defer discussion 
to the following morning while a subgroup of MWG members conferred to develop a proposal.  A 
proposal was developed by Ken Donald (Utilicast) that addressed all three concerns.  Ken 
presented the proposal to the MWG the following morning (Attachment 7 – MWG 2010-09-21 
Loss Pool construction). 
and MWG members agreed with the proposal.  Loss Pools will still be at the Asset Owner level 
but they will be created dynamically based on the Asset Owner’s total transactional activity at 
each Settlement Location.   Transactional activity includes: physical generation and load, virtual 
transactions, Financial Schedules, imports, exports and through transaction.   
Wayne Camp (Accenture) reviewed the revised Loss Pool language for the Day-Ahead Market 
Settlement section that implemented this change, and will also revise the language to the Real-
Time Balancing Market Settlement section. 
 

Agenda Item 8 – Develop Future Markets Protocol Recommendation to MOPC 
Richard Ross led discussion of the Future Markets Protocol Recommendation to MOPC (Attachment 8 - 
FM_Protocols_MWG_Recommendation_to_MOPC_Oct_12-13_2010).  The group identified major 
protocol design elements that have changed since the Mid-Level Design document was finalized and the 
following design elements that need further development in the Future Markets Protocols.   

• Sections related to ARRs/TCRs (Allocation, Settlements, Market Clearing) 
• Regulation Cost Allocation to Load plus Resources 
• Allocation of Over-Collection of Losses 

 
After considerable discussion, consensus was reached to recommend the MOPC endorse the Future 
Market Protocols document.  The group also agreed upon an abbreviated scope change process in which  
changes to the Protocols will be presented to the MOPC with an explanation of the changes and, if 
appropriate, a system impact assessment. 
 
 
Agenda Item 9 – Future Markets Protocols Approval 
Jessica Collins (Xcel) motioned and Ann Scott (Tenaska) seconded the approval of the MWG 
Recommendation on the Future Markets Protocols to the MOPC as amended during the meeting.  The 
motion passed with no oppositions and three abstentions from Gene Anderson (OMPA), Matt Moore 
(GSE), and Darrell Wilson (OGE).  Lee Anderson (LES) and Rick Yanovich (OPPD) were not present. 
 
Agenda Item 10 – High Availability Discussion 
Due to time constraints, the High Availability discussion was postponed to the October 18th – 20th MWG 
meeting. 
 
Agenda Item 11 – Regulatory Update 
Patti Kelly (SPP) presented the Regulatory Update to the MWG (Attach 9 - Regulatory Issues for MWG 
September 20-22).  She updated the group on the FERC technical conference on demand response 
compensation, the SPP baseline tariff filing, and Order 719.  PRRs 224, 226, 223 and 228 were approved 
by the RTWG and PRRs 200 and 211 were sent back to the MWG. 
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Agenda Item 12 – MMU EIS Report 
John Hyatt (SPP) presented the monthly MMU EIS Report to the MWG (Attachment 10 – MMU Report for 
MWG Sep 20-22). 
 
Agenda Item 13 – PRR Quarterly Review 
Carrie Simpson (SPP) presented the PRR Quarterly Review (Attach 11 - Quarterly Review of PRRs-
09202010). She reviewed the project status of approved PRRs and the timeline for discussing proposed 
PRRs at the MWG. 
 
Agenda Item 14 – Revision Requests 
PRR 190 – URD Future Enhancements:  
Richard Ross (AEP) recommended to reject the PRR (Attachment 12 – PRR 190 Recommendation 
Report_Final) and to create a new PRR to avoid confusion.   
Gene Anderson (OMPA) motioned and Jessica Collins (Xcel) seconded to reject PRR 190.  The 
motion passed with no oppositions and one abstention from Shah Hossain (Westar). 
 
PRR 200 – Keep whole Payments for Out of Merit Energy Dispatch:  
Ann Scott (Tenaska) updated the group on the status of PRR 200 (Attachment 13 - PRR200 
Recommendation Report_revised v3) related to the RTWG feedback.  The RTWG requested additional 
clarifying language in the Tariff section on when the keep-whole-payment is applied.    Dennis Reed 
(Westar) provided input from the RTWG and an updated version of the PRR was presented in the 
meeting for review.  After a brief discussion of the latest language, Ann Scott (Tenaska) motioned and 
Gene Anderson (OMPA) seconded to amend the PRR 200 recommendation report as determined 
in the meeting.  The motion passed with one opposition from Shah Hossain (Westar) and one 
abstention from Jessica Collins (Xcel). 
 
PRR 211 – Curtailment of Non-Dispatchable Resources:  
Richard Ross (AEP) reviewed the RTWG changes to the PRR, and the group discussed the changes.  
The RTWG remanded the PRR back to the MWG for review due to concerns about curtailing QFs.  John 
Harvey (John Deere) argued PRR 211 is in conflict with PURPA law and that the language should be 
changed to exclude QFs.  The MWG discussed the RTWG changes and John Deere’s perspective but 
decided not to amend the MWG version of the PRR.  After considerable debate, along with input from 
Dennis Reed (Westar and Chair of the RTWG), the group decided to submit the MWG approved version 
of PRR 211 along with the RTWG amended version of the PRR to the MOPC.  Additionally, members of 
the MWG requested a written legal opinion from SPP Staff counsel on concerns related to including QFs 
in the PRR.  The written legal opinion will be submitted to the MOPC as additional guidance.  Richard 
Ross (AEP) and Dennis Reed (Westar) agreed to present the background on the MWG and RTWG 
perspectives on the PRR to the MOPC in October. 
 
PRR 213 – Block VRLs for OC Type Constraints:  
Casey Cathey (SPP) presented staff comments on the PRR (Attach 14 - PRR213 Recommendation 
Report).  The staff performed analysis and recommended price levels for the block VRLs as a follow up to 
an outstanding action item related to when the PRR was originally approved in April.  After brief 
discussion, Jessica Collins (Xcel) motioned and Shah Hossain (Westar) seconded to revise the 
PRR 213 Recommendation Report to include the SPP staff recommendation on VRL levels.  The 
motion passed with no oppositions or abstentions.  The PRR will move on to the ORWG and RTWG 
for approval with the new changes included in Recommendation Report. 
 
PRR 215 – Registration of Transmission Impacting Resources:  
Eddie Watson (SPP) presented on the review of unregistered resources.  He provided a high level 
overview but members wanted more details on the research results but the information was not made 
available to the group due to confidentiality concerns.  During the discussion, a new action item was 
created for SPP Staff to package the registration data from the analysis in a form that can be presented to 
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the group at the next MWG meeting.  PRR 215 remains tabled until SPP staff presents the analysis at the 
October 18th-20th MWG meeting. 
 
PRR 216 – Notification of New Registration:  
PRR 216 is tabled due to dependency on demand response order from FERC. 
 
PRR 221 – Validation of Profit Prior to Applying Under Scheduling Disgorgement Logic:  
PRR 221 is tabled until the October 18th-20th MWG meeting when Jessica Collins (Xcel) will present 
examples. 
 
PRR 227 – Keep Whole Payments for Out of Merit Commitment:  
Ann Scott (Tenaska) recommended PRR 227 language be revised to be consistent with changes made to 
PRR 200.  PRR 227 was tabled until the October 18th-20th MWG meeting. 
 
PRR 229 – Deletion of “Removal from dispatch” Language:  
Delete language regarding the removal of Resources from dispatch due to uninstructed deviation. 
John Hyatt (SPP) presented PRR 229 (Attach 15 - PRR229 Deletion of - Removal from Dispatch – 
Language) and explained the intent of the PRR was to remove some obsolete Protocol language Shah 
Hossain (Westar) motioned and Darrell Wilson (OGE) seconded to approve PRR 229.  The motion 
passed with no oppositions or abstentions. 
 
PRR 230 – Language Change for CME Requirement:  
Removal of the requirement that SPP will call CME and not TLR if there are no IDC schedule/NNL 
impacts.   
Casey Cathey (SPP) presented PRR 230 (Attach 16 - PRR230  Language Change for CME 
Requirement).  The group made minor edits, and Shah Hossain (Westar) motioned and Rick McCord 
(EDE) seconded to approve PRR 230 as revised during the meeting. The motion passed with no 
oppositions or abstentions. 
 
PRR 231 – Request for Timing Changes:  
Addition of time synchronization requirement thus expanding this section. 
Stephen Shull (Empire District) presented PRR 230.  The group requested additional time to discuss 
internally.  PRR 231 was tabled until the October 18th-20th MWG meeting. 
 
PRR 232 – Handling of Incorrect Schedule Adjustments:  
The current protocols do not provide guidance to the SPP RTO of how to handle situations where 
schedules are inappropriately adjusted/ curtailed beyond the appropriate levels or situations where SPP 
systems failed to curtail/adjust schedules that should have been curtailed/adjusted.  The SPP staff sought 
and received guidance from the Market Working Group on the desired handling of such situations and 
requested that a PRR be prepared to document that guidance.   
Due to time constraints, discussion of PRR 232 was postponed until the October 18th-20th MWG meeting.  
 
Agenda Item 15 – Market Operations Users’ Conference 
CJ Brown (SPP) encouraged the group to register representatives for the Market Operations Users’ 
Conference on Thursday, October 7th. 
 
Agenda Item 16 – Review of Motions, Action Items and Future Meetings 

 
Motions 
 

1. Agenda Item 9: Future Markets Protocols Approval: Jessica Collins (Xcel) motioned and Ann 
Scott (Tenaska) seconded the approval of the MWG Recommendation on the Future Markets 
Protocols to the MOPC as amended during the meeting.  The motion passed with no oppositions 
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and three abstentions from Gene Anderson (OMPA), Matt Moore (GSE), and Darrell Wilson 
(OGE). 
 

2. Agenda Item 14a: Revision Requests, PRR 190 – URD Future Enhancements: Gene 
Anderson (OMPA) motioned and Jessica Collins (Xcel) seconded to reject PRR 190.  The motion 
passed with no oppositions and one abstention from Shah Hossain (Westar). 
 

3. Agenda Item 14b: Revision Requests, PRR 200 – Keep Whole Payments for Out of Merit 
Energy Dispatch: Ann Scott (Tenaska) motioned and Gene Anderson (OMPA) seconded to 
amend the PRR 200 recommendation report as determined in the meeting.  The motion passed 
with one opposition from Shah Hossain (Westar) and one abstention from Jessica Collins (Xcel). 
 

4. Agenda Item 14d: Revision Requests, PRR 213 – Block VRLs for OC Type: Jessica Collins 
(Xcel) motioned and Shah Hossain (Westar) seconded to revise the PRR 213 Recommendation 
Report to include the SPP staff recommendation on VRL levels.  The motion passed with no 
oppositions or abstentions. 
 

5. Agenda Item 14i: Revision Requests, PRR 229 – Deletion of “Removal from dispatch” 
Language: Shah Hossain (Westar) motioned and Darrell Wilson (OGE) seconded to approve 
PRR 229.  The motion passed with no oppositions or abstentions. 
 

6. Agenda Item 14j: Revision Requests, PRR 230 – Language Change for CME Requirement: 
Shah Hossain (Westar) motioned and Rick McCord (EDE) seconded to approve PRR 230 as 
revised during the meeting. The motion passed with no oppositions or abstentions. 

 
MWG Action Items 
 

1. Agenda Item 14e: Revision Requests, PRR 215 - Registration of Transmission Impacting 
Resources: SPP Staff to package the registration data from the analysis in a form that can be 
presented to the group at the next MWG meeting.   

 
Future Meetings 
 
October 6, 2010 (1 p.m. - 2 p.m.) *ADDED (RSC Teleconference, discussing 

Future Markets Protocols)* Location: Net Conference 
 
October 18, 2010 (11 a.m. - 5 p.m.)   
October 19, 2010 (8:15 a.m. - 5 p.m.)   
October 20, 2010 (8:15 a.m. - 2 p.m.)   
Location: AEP Offices  
Room: 8th Floor  
 
* Note: The October 1, 2010 MWG Net Conference meeting has been cancelled. 
 
Agenda Item 17 – Adjournment 
Richard Ross (AEP) thanked everyone and adjourned the meeting at 12:15 p.m. on Wednesday, 
September 22nd. 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
Debbie James 
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Attende Attend Attend Full Name Company E-mail Business Phone Other Phone
Day 1 Day 2 Day 3

X X X Richard Ross (Chair) AEP rross@aep.com (918) 382-9285 (918) 284-8702
Keith Sugg (V-Chair) AECC ksugg@aecc.com (501) 570-2413

X X Debbie James (Sec.) SPP djames@spp.org (501) 614-3577
X X X Aaron Rome Midwest Energy (785) 625-1431
X X X Ann Scott Tenaska ascott@tnsk.com (817) 462-1514
X X X Darrell Wilson OGE wilsondw@oge.com (405) 553-2773
X X X Gene Anderson OMPA geneaengr@aol.com (405) 645-2280

 ℡  ℡  ℡ James Liao WFEC j_liao@wfec.com (405) 247-4286
X X X Jessica Collins Xcel Energy jessica.l.collins@xcelenergy.com (303) 571-7740 (303) 910-7960
* * * Lee Anderson LES
* * * Michael Wise Golden Spread Electric Coop mwise@gsec.coop (806) 379-7766
X X X Patty Denny KCPL patricia.denny@kcpl.com (816) 654-1702
X X X Randy Gillespie Kelson Energy randy.gillespie@kelsonenergy.com (443) 542-5137
X X X Rick McCord EDE rmccord@empiredistrict.com (417) 625-5129

 ℡  ℡  ℡ Rick Yanovich OPPD (402) 514-1031
X X X Shah Hossain Westar Shah_Hossain@wr.com (785) 575-6453

 ℡ Alison Calpas Accenture accenture-acalpal@spp.org
Andres Lucas PCI alucas@powercosts.com (405) 447-6933
Barry Spector Wright Talisman
Bart Tsala PCI btsala@powercosts.com

 ℡  ℡  ℡ Bill Nolte SECI bdnolte@sunflower.net (420) 272-5458
Brenda Harris Oxy brenda_harris@oxy.com

 ℡  ℡ Brent Hebert Horizon Wind brent.hebert@horizonwind.com (713) 265-0365
Brett Kruse Calpine bkruse@calpine.com

X X X Bruce Walkup AECC bwalkup@aecc.com (501) 570-2639
Bryn Wilson OGE wilsonwb@oge.com

 ℡  ℡  ℡ Carrie Cooper ETEC carrie.cooper@gdsassociates (770) 715-7189
 ℡  ℡ X Carrie Simpson SPP csimpson@spp.org (501) 688-1757

X X X Casey Cathey SPP ccathey@spp.org (501) 614-3267
X X X CJ Brown SPP cbrown@spp.org

Charles Waso cwaso@aol.com
Chris Casale Iberdrola chris.casale@iberdrolausa.com

 ℡ Chris Jones Duke Energy chris.jones@duke-energy.com
Chris Werner AEP cmwerner@aep.com
Cliff Franklin Westar
Cody Parker SPP cparker@spp.org
Dave Savage RES-Americas david.savage@res-americas.com

X X X David Charles Basin Electric Power Co. dcharles@bepc.com (701) 557-5631
David Hackett KEMA dhackett@us.kema.com (321) 600-1228
Doug Clark AEP dclark@aep.com

Market Working GroupIn Person =
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By Proxy =

September 20-22, 2010 Meeting
Dallas, TX

 ℡  ℡  ℡ Ed Hammons GRDA ehammons@grda.com
Emily Davis SPP edavis@spp.org
Eric Jensen AREVA
Farrokh Rahimi OATI farrokh.rahimi@oati.net (615) 360-1654
Gay Anthony SPP ganthony@spp.org

 ℡  ℡ George Fee AEP
George Kelly Accenture
Gina Pierson Accenture gina.m.pierson@accenture.com
Gordon Scott EPIC Merchant Energy (281) 760-4562
Heather Starnes SPP hstarnes@spp.org
Jaime McAlipine Chermac Energy mcalpinekl@chermacenergy.com 405-340-9326

 ℡  ℡  ℡ James Fife PSI/EPV jfife1@entergy.com (281) 297-5406
 ℡ X James Sanderson KCC j.sanderson@kcc.ks.gov (785) 271-3159

Jessica Zahnow Argus Media jessica.zahnow@argusmedia.com 503-227-5481
 ℡  ℡ Jim Guidroz Supervisor of Tariff Administration jguidroz@spp.org (501) 614-3900

X X X Jim Krajecki Customized Energy Solutions jkrajecki@ces-ltd.com
Jim Stevens PSI/EPV jim@psisoft.net (713) 253-9396

 ℡ JJ Guo AEP jguo@aep.com
Jodi Woods SPP jwoods@spp.org
Joe Taylor Xcel Energy josepth.c.taylor@excelenergy.com (303) 571-7462
John Baum Novis

X John Harvey John Deere Renewables harveyjohna@johndeere.com (515) 267-3532 (515) 473-5680
X X X John Hyatt SPP jhyatt@spp.org

John Luallen SPP jluallen@spp.org
John Stephens City Utilities John.Stephens@cityutilities.net

X X X John Stonebarger WAPA stonebarger@wapa.com
John Sturm Aces Power Marketing (APM) jsturm@acespower.com (317) 696-9031
John Varnell Tenaska jvarnell@tnsk.com 817-462-1037

 ℡  ℡ John Wilson SPP jwilson@spp.org
Jon Sunneberg NPPD jmsunne@nppd.com

X X X Joshua Kirby WFEC j_kirby@wfec.com (405) 247-4403 (405) 317-3790
Kathy Schuerger Xcel Energy kathy.schuerger@xcelenergy.com

 ℡  ℡  ℡ Ken Donald Utilicast
Kim Farris SPP kfarris@spp.org

 ℡  ℡ Kristen Rodriguez Electric Power Engineers/Wind Coalition krodriguez@epeconsulting.com (254) 399-8676
Mak Nagle SPP mnagle@spp.org
Mary Jo Montoya Xcel Energy mary.j.montoya@xcelenergy.com (303) 571-7191

 ℡ Matt Binette Wright Law binette@wrightlaw.com
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 ℡

 *
Attende Attend Attend Full Name Company E-mail Business Phone Other Phone
Day 1 Day 2 Day 3

Market Working GroupIn Person =
By Phone =
By Proxy =

September 20-22, 2010 Meeting
Dallas, TX

 ℡  ℡  ℡ Matt Moore Golden Spread Electric Coop
Matt Pawlowski NextEra
Matt Wolf Entergy EMO

X Matthew Johnson TEA mjohnson@teainc.org
Mark Lawlor Right of Wind

 ℡  ℡  ℡ Mike Mushrush OMPA mmushrush@ompa.com
 ℡  ℡ Mitch Williams WFEC m_williams@wfec.com

Narsi Vempati Nexant nvempati@nexant.com
 ℡ Patti Kelly SPP pkelly@spp.org (501) 614-3381

Paul Dietz Westar paul.a.dietz@ westarenergy.com
Philip Bruich SPP pbruich@spp.org

X X X Randy Root GRDA rroot@grada.com
 ℡  ℡  ℡ Rich Kosch LES rpkosch@les.com

Richard Dillon SPP rdillon@spp.org (501) 614-3228
Rick Running rickrunning@hotmail.com
Ron Chartier SECI rchartier@sunflower.net (785) 623-3379

X X X Ron Thompson NPPD rfthomp@nppd.com (402) 845-5202
Roy Klusmeyer WFEC
Roy True Aces Power Marketing (APM) royt@acespower.com (317) 695-4146
Russ McRae ARVEA

X X X Sam Ellis SPP sellis@spp.org
Sam Kwong Edison Mission skwong@edisonmission.com
Scott Smith SPP ssmith@spp.org

 ℡  ℡ Sonya Hall SPP shall@spp.org (501) 614-3559
Soren Nielsen nielsensoren@yahoo.com
Steve Gaw Wind Coalition steve@windcoalition.org (573) 645-0777
Stacy Rodgers SAIC stacy.l.rodgers@saic.com (214) 587-5197

X Steve McDonald Aces Power Marketing (APM) smcdonald@acespower.com (317) 344-7113
X X Tom Burke Aces Power Marketing (APM) tburke@acespower.com (512) 788-4901

Tom Fritsche SPP tfritsche@spp.org
 ℡  ℡  ℡ Tom Saitta KMEA saitta@kmea.com

 ℡ Tony Alexander SPP talexander@spp.org
Trey Fleming SAIC trey.s.fleming@saic.com (713) 345-0753
Tyler Wolford TEA twolford@teainc.org (904) 360-1460

X X X Walt Shumate OG&E waltshumate@sbcglobal.net (512) 496-7704
X X Wayne Camp Accenture wayne.camp@accenture.com (856) 204-0298

Wendell Drost Alstom wendell.drost@areva-td.com (318)348-0014
Wenchun Zhu Wind Capital Group zxhu@windcapitalgroup.com
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Relationship-Based • Member-Driven • Independence Through Diversity 

Evolutionary vs. Revolutionary • Reliability & Economics Inseparable 

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
  MARKET WORKING GROUP MEETING 

September 20-22, 2010 
AEP Offices / Dallas, TX  

• A G E N D A •  
 

Day 1 – 11:00 a.m. – 5:00 p.m. 

1. Call to Order, Proxies, Agenda Discussion ........................................................................ Richard Ross 

2. Minutes Approval (August 16-18, August 26-27, August 30-31, September 9-10) ............ Richard Ross 

3. Working Group/Committee Updates................................................................................... Richard Ross 

4. Action Items Review .......................................................................................................... Debbie James 

5. Review of New Asset Registration Packet ........................................................................ Debbie James 

6. MMU Design Issues……………………………………………………………………………..John Hyatt 

7. Final Review of Protocols ................................................................................................... Wayne Camp 

a. Continuation from September 17th, 2010 MWG meeting 

 

Day 2 – 8:15 a.m. – 5:00pm 

8. Develop Future Markets Protocol Recommendation to MOPC .......................................... Richard Ross 

a. Major Protocol design elements that have changed since the Mid Level Design 

b. Protocol design elements that need further development 

9. Future Markets Protocols Approval .................................................................................... Richard Ross 

a. Final Review of Motion 

b. MWG Vote 

10. High Availability Discussion…………………………………………………………………….Casey Cathey 

 

Day 3 – 8:15 a.m. – 2:00 p.m. 

11. Regulatory Update .................................................................................................................... Patti Kelly 
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Relationship-Based • Member-Driven • Independence Through Diversity 

Evolutionary vs. Revolutionary • Reliability & Economics Inseparable 

12. MMU EIS Report ...................................................................................................................... John Hyatt 

13. PRR Quarterly Review .................................................................................. Sonya Hall/Carrie Simpson 

14. Revision Requests (PRR submitter should be available) ................................................... Richard Ross 

a. PRR 190 – URD Future Enhancements (Richard Ross, AEP) 
b. PRR 200 – Keep whole Payments for Out of Metir Energy Dispatch (Ann Scott, Tenaska) 
c. PRR 211 – Curtailment of Non-Dispatchable Resources (Casey Cathey, SPP) 
d. PRR 213 – Block VRLs for OC Type Constraints (Casey Cathey, SPP) 
e. PRR 215 – Registration of Transmission Impacting Resources (Darrell Wilson, OGE) 

i. Review of Unregistered Resources .................. Casey Cathey/CJ Brown/Sam Ellis 
f. PRR 216 – Notification of New Registration (Shah Hossain, Westar) 
g. PRR 221 – Validation  of Profit Prior to Applying Under Scheduling Disgorgement Logic 

(Jessica Collins, Xcel) 
h. PRR 227 – Keep Whole Payments for Out of Merit Commitment (Ann Scott, Tenaska) 
i. PRR 229 – Deletion of “Removal from dispatch” Language (John Hyatt, SPP) 
j. PRR 230 – Language Change for CME Requirement (Casey Cathey, SPP) 
k. PRR 231 – Request for Timing Changes (Stephen Shull, Empire District) 
l. PRR 232 – Handling of Incorrect Schedule Adjustments (Richard Ross, AEP) 

 
15. Market Operations Users’ Conference ..................................................................................... CJ Brown 

16. Review of Motions, Action Items and Future Meetings  .................................................. Carrie Simpson 

17. Adjournment ....................................................................................................................... Richard Ross 
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Minutes No. 141 
 

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
MARKET WORKING GROUP MEETING 

August 16-18, 2010 

Dallas / AEP Offices  

 
• Summary of Motions • 

 
1. Agenda Item 7b: Revision Requests, PRR 200 – Keep Whole Payments for Out of Merit 

Energy Dispatch: Ann Scott (Tenaska) motioned and Rick McCord (EDE) seconded to approve 
the proposed tariff language for PRR 200.  The motion passed with no oppositions or abstentions. 

 
2. Agenda Item 7g: Revision Requests, PRR 226 – XML Notification of CME: Jessica Collins 

(Xcel) motioned and Darrell Wilson (OGE) seconded to approve PRR 226. The motion passed 
with no oppositions and abstentions. 

 
3. Agenda Item 7i: Revision Requests, PRR 228 – 2011 Offer Cap Calculation Update: Patty 

Denny (KCPL) motioned and Rick McCord (EDE) seconded to approve PRR 228 with the KCPL 
comments as modified in the meeting. The motion passed with one opposition from Mike Wise 
(GSE) and one abstention from George Fee (AEP). 
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
MARKET WORKING GROUP MEETING 

August 16-18, 2010 

Dallas / AEP Offices  

•  M I N U T E S  •  

 
Agenda Item 1 – Call to Order, Proxies, Agenda Discussion: 
Richard Ross (AEP) called the meeting to order at 11:00 a.m.  The attendance was recorded and proxies 
were announced (Attachment 1 – MWG Attendance August 16-18 2010). The proxies for the meeting 
included Cliff Franklin (Westar) for Shah Hossain (Westar) on Monday and Tuesday, Rick McCord (EDE) 
for Shah Hossain (Westar) on Wednesday, Bruce Walkup (AECC) for Keith Sugg (AECC), Josh Kirby 
(WFEC) for James Liao (WFEC), Matt Moore (GSE) for Mike Wise (GSE) on Wednesday, John Varnell 
(Tenaska) for Ann Scott (Tenaska) on Wednesday, and George Fee (AEP) for Richard Ross (AEP) 
intermittently throughout the meeting.  The agenda was reviewed and an additional item was added for 
Richard Dillon (SPP) to address SPP staff recommendations for the Future Market design (Attachment 2 
– MWG Agenda August 16-18 2010_v2).   
 
Agenda Item 2 – Minutes Approval: 
The minutes from July 16th, July 19th - 21st, and August 2nd - 4th MWG meetings were reviewed and no 
changes were made.  Richard Ross (AEP) deemed the minutes approved as posted. 
 
Agenda Item 3 – Working Group/Committee Updates: 
Jessica Collins (Xcel) provided an update from the CWG.   The CWG decided the last EIS Market Patch 
will be implemented in the Fall of 2011 and that PRRs for the EIS Market will not be approved after 
January 2011, except for emergency changes.  She also informed the group on the various PRRs 
planned for implementation in the Fall of 2010 and encouraged MWG members to have representatives 
from their respective companies be involved in the CWG. 
 
Richard Ross (AEP) provided an update on the CAWG.  Over the next few months, members from the 
CAWG may visit MWG meetings to gain additional awareness of the various issues MWG reviews.  Some 
MWG members voiced the importance of the CAWG and the RSC being familiar with the issues MWG 
has been analyzing and deciding for the Future Markets design.   
 
Agenda Item 4 – MMU EIS Update: 
John Hyatt (SPP) presented the monthly MMU EIS Report to the MWG (Attachment 3 – 201007 MWG 
MMU Presentation).  Members asked questions and discussed the congestion and TLR occurrences.      
 
Agenda Item 5 – Regulatory Update: 
Patti Kelly (SPP) presented the Regulatory Update to the MWG (Attachment 4 – Regulatory Update for 
MWG August 16th Meeting) She reviewed the latest updates from SPP regulatory filings related to PRR 
204 and RM10-17.  Richard Dillon (SPP) encouraged members to learn more about the RM10-17 
(Rulemaking on Demand Response Compensation) discussion.  Next, Rick Yanovich (OPPD) mentioned 
that MISO recently discovered that TLRs had been issued erroneously over the past two years which may 
result in resettlement needs for SPP.  He wanted to bring the issue to the attention of SPP and the MWG.  
The issue will be discussed again when more information is available on the MISO errors. 
 
 
Agenda Item 6 – MWG Action Items Review: 
Debbie James (SPP) walked through the latest MWG Action Item tracker (Attachment 5 – MWG Actions 
Items 8-11-2010).  The MWG discussed the outstanding action items and removed and clarified some of 
the items.  During the discussion, a new action item was created for SPP Staff to return to the MWG with 
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a presentation of how LIP is calculated in the EIS Market, including examples of how VRLs are applied in 
the calculation of LIP.  The MWG Action Item tracker will continue to be updated monthly going forward. 
 
Agenda Item 7 – Revision Requests: 
 
PRR 147 – Dispatch Instruction Ramping Limits: Sam Ellis (SPP) requested clarification from the 
MWG on PRR 147 due to SPP staff’s understanding that PRR 147 is already active and in production 
(Attachment 6 - PRR 147 Recommendation Report).  The group reviewed the language and after a brief 
discussion, the MWG agreed PRR 147 is complete and no further action is necessary.  
 
PRR 200 – Keep Whole Payments for Out of Merit Energy Dispatch: Patti Kelly (SPP) presented tariff 
language for PRR 200 for the MWG to review (Attachment 7 – PRR 200 SPP Staff comments_tariff 
language, Attachment 8 – PRR 200 Recommendation Report).   After brief discussion of the language, 
Ann Scott (Tenaska) motioned and Rick McCord (EDE) seconded to approve the proposed tariff 
language for PRR 200.  The motion passed with no oppositions or abstentions. 
 
PRR 215 – Registration of Transmission Impacting Resources: PRR 215 remains tabled until SPP 
staff presents the “transmission impacting resources” at the September 20th MWG meeting.  
 
PRR 216 – Notification of New Registration: PRR 216 remains tabled until Richard Ross (AEP) returns 
with proposed language for the PRR. 
 
PRR 221 – Validation of Profit Prior to Applying Under-Scheduling Disgorgement Logic: PRR 221 
remains tabled until Jessica Collins (Xcel) returns with settlement examples to help illustrate the details of 
changes in the PRR. 
 
PRR 225 – Order No. 719 Requirements for Market Monitoring: The PRR remains tabled until FERC 
feedback on the SPP filing for FERC Order 719 is received.   
 
PRR 226 – XML Notification of CME: Jessica Collins (Xcel) introduced PRR 226 to the MWG 
(Attachment 9 – PRR 226 XML Notification of CME).  She explained the intent of the PRR was to clarify 
language in the Protocols to be more consistent with what will be delivered to members in the fall.  The 
PRR is a follow-up to a previous action item requiring SPP to issue an XML notification for a Congestion 
Management Event.  After discussion, Jessica Collins (Xcel) motioned and Darrell Wilson (OGE) 
seconded to approve PRR 226. The motion passed with no oppositions and abstentions. 
 
PRR 227 – Keep Whole Many for Out of Merit Commitment: Due to time limitations, PRR 227 was not 
reviewed during the meeting.  It will be reviewed at the September 20th MWG meeting. 
 
PRR 228 – 2011 Offer Cap Calculation Update: 
Patti Kelly (SPP) introduced the PRR to the group and explained the intent to make the Protocols 
consistent with the Tariff (Attachment 10 – PRR 228 Offer Cap Annual Update PP, Attachment 11 – PRR 
228 2011 Offer Cap Calculation Update).  The group discussed the offer cap and the calculation.  Mike 
Wise (GSE) discussed his comments on the PRR (Attachment 12 – PRR 228 Comments of Golden 
Spread Cooperative 08122010) and explained his concerns about the current methodology for the offer 
cap calculation and encouraged discussion on an alternative.  The group debated the issue but came to 
no consensus for change.  Next, Patty Denny (KCPL) presented comments on the PRR (Attachment 13 – 
PRR 228 KCPL Comment 8-12-2010) and suggested changing the PRR language to take out the specific 
offer cap amount and instead allow the Protocols to refer to the Tariff.   The group debated the proposal 
and made slight changes to the submitted comments.  After discussion, Patty Denny (KCPL) motioned 
and Rick McCord (EDE) seconded to approve PRR 228 with the KCPL comments as modified in 
the meeting. The motion passed with one opposition from Mike Wise (GSE) and one abstention 
from George Fee (AEP). 
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Agenda Item 8 – Monthly Fixed Charge for RTBM Related Costs: 
Ann Scott (Tenaska) presented on a follow-up to an outstanding MOPC action for adding monthly fixed 
charge-types for RTBM related costs in the Future Markets (Attachment 14 – MOPC Action 
Item_Tenaska).  The MWG reviewed the presentation and discussion ensued on the possible ways to 
incorporate a monthly fixed charge-type or include more granularity within Revenue Neutrality Uplift 
(RNU) charges.  The group debated and brainstormed but did not come up with a viable alternative.  At 
the end of the discussion it was the group consensus that the MWG fulfilled the MOPC action to 
investigate possible cost-causation alternatives and that the current design should be not be changed.   
 
Agenda Item 9 – Reserve Zones Discussion: 
Neil Robertson (SPP) presented on Contingency Reserve deliverability to the group (Attachment 15 – 
Contingency Reserve Deliverability_v2).  He explained some of the challenges with Reserve Zones and 
allowed members to ask questions and address concerns.  It was determined during the discussion that 
some of the Reserve Zone language would need to be updated during the final review of the Protocols.  
Also, some members voiced concern over the possibility of a Market Participant paying more for reserves 
in one zone than being paid in another due to a Market Participant’s generation and load being split into 
two different zones.   
 
Agenda Item 10 – TCR Process 
Mak Nagle (SPP) provided an update to the MWG on the TCR Process in the Future Markets design 
(Attachment 16 - TCRProcess_MWGAug17_Nagle__revised).  He reviewed with the group the SPP staff 
recommendation to change the ARR Nomination Cap in the Protocols from the sum of a Market 
Participant’s Reserve capacity to a cap of the lower of the network load (plus a growth percentage) or 
reservations for the Network Integrated Transmission Service.  The group discussed the proposal.  Cliff 
Franklin (Westar) requested time to discuss the proposal internally before making a decision of whether 
or not to support the change.  Other members asked questions and it was determined the Protocol 
language would be changed to reflect the new proposal but it would be reviewed at the next MWG 
meeting.   
 
Next, Mak Nagle (SPP) reviewed the latest proposal for the TCR process.  The group discussed the 
requirements to submit numerous nominations and bid/offers for TCRs throughout the year.  Some 
members expressed concern that the current design was too labor intensive and changes were 
necessary.  Cliff Franklin (Westar) requested time to discuss the proposal internally before supporting or 
rejecting a change to the process.  Other members suggested that some of the seasonal auctions needed 
to be removed and that SPP may need to reconsider the percentages used for the transmission 
capabilities.  After considerable discussion and debate, the group generally supported an annual ARR 
and TCR process for the months of June-September, Fall, Winter, and Springs seasons with only a 
monthly true-up thereafter.  Wayne Camp (Accenture) will incorporate the changes into the Protocols for 
review at the next MWG meeting.  In addition, MWG has requested SPP staff to consider the detailed 
TCR design (with rollover seasonal auctions) for the purpose of determining Future Market System 
Requirements. 
 
Finally, Mak Nagle (SPP) walked through the Weighted-Least-Squares (WLS) methodology as a follow-up 
to an outstanding Future Markets Protocol action item.  The members asked questions for understanding 
and discussion took place.  The presentation was made to educate members on the WLS methodology in 
the model.  
 
 Agenda Item 11 – Final Review of the Protocols 
 
Glossary/Introduction/SPP Markets Overview 
Wayne Camp (Accenture) presented the latest Future Market Protocols and requested feedback from the 
MWG on final changes to the Glossary section.  Shah Hossain (Westar) previously submitted comments 
on the glossary (Attachment 17 – Westar Feedback on Future Market Glossary Review 29-JUL 2010) and 
the group incorporated some of the suggestions into the document.  In addition to the noted suggestions, 
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the group made minor edits and modifications to the terms.  Next, the group reviewed the Introduction.  A 
recommendation was made to include the CBA Governing Document in the introduction section, if 
applicable. However, edits made to the introduction section were minor.  The SPP Market Overview 
section will be updated to incorporate the latest TCR process changes based on the discussion from 
Agenda Item 10 and will be reviewed at the next MWG meeting. 
 
SPP System Requirements 
During the SPP System Requirements section, members focused on the Reserve Zone language.  Some 
members raised concerns that Operating Reserves from external interfaces may receive preferential 
treatment in the current design.  Others members raised concerns that a Market Participant may pay a 
higher MCP for reserves for its load than what it may receive in MCP for its generators if the load and 
generation are in two different zones.  Language was added relating to how Reserve Zone minimum 
requirements are set to account for situations where there is limited generation in a zone and if the load in 
the zone is less than the largest resource in the zone.  Additionally, the rules that limited a Reserve 
Zone’s minimum requirement less than or equal to the zone obligation and that limited the maximum 
requirement to greater than or equal to the zone obligation were removed.  Additional edits and 
clarification were made to make the Reserve Zone language more clear.   
 
Pre-Day Ahead Activities 
The scarcity pricing section was reviewed.  Members debated over what prices to use in the Protocols 
and decided to use a single value for system-wide and zonal capacity shortage that is equal to the energy 
offer price cap plus the contingency reserve price cap will be used to reflect scarcity pricing.  Similarly, for 
Regulation capability shortages, a single value that is equal to the sum of the regulation offer cap and the 
contingency reserve offer price cap will be used to reflect scarcity pricing.  Wayne Camp (Accenture) will 
update the language in the Protocols to be consistent with the decision of the group. 
 
Next, the group reviewed the ramp-rate offer parameters.  Some members raised concerns that a unit 
may be regulated up and regulated down by the model despite physical limitations from the Resource 
thus causing the need for separate Regulation-Up and Regulation-Down Ramp Rate.  After considerable 
debate, the group decided to add a separate single ramp-rate to apply for clearing of Regulation-Up or 
Regulation-Down and to add a separate single ramp-rate to be applied to clearing of on-line Contingency 
Reserve.  In addition, the group decided to add a turn-around-ramp-rate percentage to the Market 
Registration for Resources for use in the 5-minute energy dispatch.  If a Resource is dispatched up and 
the model chooses to dispatch it down (in effect, turning around the unit) in the next interval, the model 
will no longer automatically use the submitted ramp-rate. Instead, it will use a percentage (as specified by 
the Market Participant in registration) of the submitted ramp-rate.  For example, if the percentage is 100% 
then the full ramp-rate capability will be used to determine the dispatch.  If the turn-around percentage is 
set to 0% then the model will not move the unit in the next interval in the “turn-around” direction.   
 
Finally, the group debated the language under the Multi-Day RUC process.  After considerable 
discussion, the MWG decided to remove the “likely-run” notification language for units that are “likely” to 
be called upon based on the Multi-Day RUC results.  The SPP MMU had concerns about the notification 
and other members supported the removal for similar reasons.   Next, SPP staff asked if a Multi-Day RUC 
model, as it was currently described in the Protocols, was necessary since there are so few long-lead 
time units in the footprint.  The group debated and agreed that an extensive Multi-Day RUC model run 
may not be necessary but some other process would be appropriate.  New language for the Multi-Day 
RUC process will be included in the Protocols for review at the next MWG meeting. 
 
Day-Ahead Activities  
The group reviewed the language and made no changes. 
 
Operating Day Activities 
During the review of the Operating Day activities, some members of the MWG raised questions about the 
Look-Ahead section.  After discussion, language was added to require SPP to perform a look-ahead at 
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least 5 minutes out and enable the software to look several intervals into the future.  SPP Operations staff 
is currently investigating processes for the Look-Ahead solutions and will provide additional clarifying 
language to the section, if necessary.  Only minor changes and edits were made to the remainder of the 
Operating Day Activities section.    
 
Agenda Item 13 – SPP Market Design Staff Recommendations 
Richard Dillon (SPP) proposed four recommendations from SPP staff on the Future Market design 
(Attachment 18- SPP Market Design Staff Recommendations). 
 
First, he recommended a delay on the Combined-Cycle Logic model until after the Future Markets have 
been implemented.  Since no other RTO/ISO has successfully implemented the combined-cycle logic 
feature into their Markets to-date, SPP staff warned it is a high risk issue.  Members discussed his 
concerns but ultimately supported keeping the combined-cycle logic as a feature to be implemented 
initially with the rest of the Future Market Design. 
 
Second, Richard Dillon (SPP) recommended the MWG change the Must Offer Requirement to reflect a 
Market Participant’s peak load plus Operating Reserves.  The members discussed the proposal but were 
not prepared to move off the current language that requires Market Participants to submit offers on all 
Resources, not on outage.   
 
Third, he recommended the MWG change the cost allocation of Regulation to account for Resources.  
The group discussed this recommendation briefly and currently there is an outstanding action item to 
review this topic at the August 30th MWG meeting. 
 
Fourth, Richard Dillon (SPP) recommended the MWG change the ARR nomination cap to the lower of the 
network load or reservations for Network Integrated Transmission Service.  This issue was previously 
discussed in the meeting (Agenda Item 10) and will be incorporated into the Future Market Protocols for 
the MWG to review at its next meeting. 
 
 
Agenda Item 14 – Review of Motions, Action Items and Future Meetings 

 
Motions 
  

1. Agenda Item 7b: Revision Requests, PRR 200 – Keep Whole Payments for Out of Merit 
Energy Dispatch: Ann Scott (Tenaska) motioned and Rick McCord (EDE) seconded to approve 
the proposed tariff language for PRR 200.  The motion passed with no oppositions or abstentions. 

 
2. Agenda Item 7g: Revision Requests, PRR 226 – XML Notification of CME: Jessica Collins 

motioned and Darrell Wilson (OGE) seconded to approve PRR 226. The motion passed with no 
oppositions and abstentions. 

 
3. Agenda Item 7i: Revision Requests, PRR 228 – 2011 Offer Cap Calculation Update: Patty 

Denny (KCPL) motioned and Rick McCord (EDE) seconded to approve PRR 228 with the KCPL 
comments as modified in the meeting. The motion passed with one opposition from Mike Wise 
(GSE) and one abstention from George Fee (AEP). 

 
 
MWG Action Items 
 

1. Agenda Item 6: MWG Action Items Review: – SPP Staff to return to the MWG with a
presentation of how LIP is calculated in the EIS Market, including examples of how VRLs are 
applied in the calculation of LIP.  

 

     

6 
18 of 105



 
 

Minutes No. 141 
 

7 

 
Future Meetings 
 
August 26, 2010 (8:30 a.m. - 12:30 p.m.) 
August 27, 2010 (8:30 a.m. - 12:30 p.m.) 
Location: Net Conference 
 
August 30, 2010 (11 a.m. - 5 p.m.)  
August 31, 2010 (8:15 a.m. - 5 p.m.)  
September 1, 2010 (8:15 a.m. - 2 p.m.)  
Location: AEP Offices 
Room: 8th Floor 
 
September 9, 2010 (8:30 a.m. - 12:30 p.m.) 
September 10, 2010 (8:30 a.m. - 12:30 p.m.) 
Location: Net Conference 
 
September 20, 2010 (11 a.m. - 5 p.m.)  
September 21, 2010 (8:15 a.m. - 5 p.m.)  
September 22, 2010 (8:15 a.m. - 2 p.m.)  
Location: AEP Offices  
Room: 8th Floor 
 
Agenda Item 15 – Adjournment 
 
With no further business, Richard Ross (AEP) thanked everyone and adjourned the meeting at 1:57 p.m. 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
Debbie James 
Secretary 
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
MARKET WORKING GROUP MEETING 

August 26-27, 2010 

Teleconference / WebEx 

 
• Summary of Motions • 

 
1. No motions were made during the meeting. 
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
MARKET WORKING GROUP MEETING 

August 26-27, 2010 

Teleconference / WebEx 

•  M I N U T E S  •  

 
Agenda Item 1 – Call to Order, Proxies, Agenda Discussion: 
Jessica Collins (Xcel) called the meeting to order at 8:30 a.m.  The attendance was recorded and proxies 
were announced (Attachment 1 – MWG Attendance August 26-27 2010).  The proxies for the meeting 
included Matt Moore (GSE) for Mike Wise (GSE) on Thursday.  The agenda was reviewed and no 
changes were made (Attachment 2 – MWG Agenda August 26-27 2010_v1). 
 
Agenda Item 2 – Final Review of the Protocols 
 
Review of Red-Line Changes 
Wayne Camp (Accenture) presented the red-line revisions to the latest Future Market Protocols 
(Attachment 3 – Future Market Protocols Draft RL 8-25-2010.zip). 
 

Glossary 
The group discussed the updates to the Glossary section and made minor edits and modifications 
to the terms. 
 
SPP Markets Overview  
The group briefly reviewed the edits to the SPP Markets Overview section and suggested minor 
formatting changes. 
 
SPP System Requirements 
The group reviewed the revised language in the SPP System Requirements section to allow MPs 
to serve Operating Reserve obligations with firm transmission (External and Internal Reserve 
Zone Transfer Schedules).  The group discussed this topic for understanding and made minor 
edits only. 
 
Pre-Day Ahead Activities 
The group discussed the updates to the Pre-Day Ahead Activities section, focusing on Demand 
Curves and Scarcity Pricing.  Some language was clarified and a suggestion was raised to create 
additional tables to help illustrate the interaction between pricing impacts created by VRLs and 
pricing impacts created by Demand Curves prior to raising it to MOPC.  Wayne Camp 
(Accenture) will add a table in the Scarcity Pricing Section.  Overall, minor edits were made 
during this review. 
  
Wayne Camp (Accenture) walked the group through the new language for the Multi-Day 
Reliability Assessment process (which replaces the former Multi-Day RUC process), as 
discussed at the previous MWG meeting.  Discussion occurred around the need to use RTBM 
Resource Offers instead of DA Resource Offers for the Multi-Day Reliability Assessment.  The 
group decided to leave language for RTBM Resource Offers knowing these can be set to the DA 
Resource Offer in the time leading up until RT.  However, an additional question was brought up 
if a single offer could be used for the DA Market or the RTBM based on the timing.  SPP will plan 
to verify the need to maintain two offer streams with Alstom.  
 
Operating Day Activities 
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The group discussed the updates to the Operating Day section and made minor edits and 
modifications. 

 
Post-Operating Day Activities 
Wayne Camp (Accenture) led the final review of the Post Operating Day Activities section of the Future 
Markets Protocols.  He advised the group that he would focus on the areas with recent red-line changes 
and that they should bring up questions and concerns as they reviewed the section.   
 
Procedural language proposed by the SUG was added to require MPs to register financial schedule 
contracts with SPP at least seven days prior to scheduling a financial schedule.  The group debated but 
determined that financial schedules related to transactions for Energy (1 reserve zone –i.e. no physical 
transfer between zones) should not require a 7-day advance notice to set up.   The group determined the 
requirement would be overly cumbersome and unnecessary so they removed the language.  Also, some 
members asked questions about the need for oversight by SPP’s Credit department on the limits for 
Financial Schedule participation by MPs. 
 
A question was raised regarding the change in eligibility rules regarding Start-Up Offer recovery if an SPP 
committed Resource synchronizes early.  The group decided to revise the language to clarify that a MP 
would be disqualified from receiving Make-Whole Payments for being synchronized to the grid more than 
one hour prior to their Sync-to-Min time.  Wayne Camp (Accenture) is to update the language in the RUC 
Make-Whole Payment section accordingly as well. 
 
Agenda Item 3 – Final Review of the Protocols 
 
Transmission Congestion Rights Process 
The group began the review of the Transmission Congestion Rights Process section by seeking to 
understand where they had left off with the design at the previous meeting.  Mak Nagle (SPP) and Wayne 
Camp (Accenture) summarized the latest TCR design for the group. 
 
There was much discussion around the obligation for ARR holders when a MP opts to self-convert its 
ARRs in the TCR Auction (i.e. 500 MW), but not all of them clear in the TCR Auction (i.e. 400MW).  In a 
case like this, the group was unsure of how much revenue that ARR holder could claim.  SPP Staff 
agreed to follow up with counterparts at PJM and prepare additional examples of the proposed design for 
the Transmission Congestion Rights process.   Specifically, the MWG requested a comprehensive end-to-
end example of the process. 
 
Concerns were voiced that the TCR design was not stable enough for presentation at the September 
Educational workshop (to be conducted on September 16th) and also may not be ready for MOPC 
approval in October.  Debbie James (SPP) voiced that there was still time in the schedule for additional 
review of this topic prior to both of these scheduled meetings. 
 
Market Registration 
Due to time limitations, this agenda item was not discussed.  It will be added to the August 30-31st MWG 
meeting. 
 
Agenda Item 4 – Review of Motions, Action Items and Future Meetings 

 
Motions 
  

1. No motions were made during the meeting. 

MWG Action Items 
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1. Agenda Item 3: Transmission Congestion Rights Process: SPP Staff to follow up with 
counterparts at PJM and prepare additional examples of the proposed design for the 
Transmission Congestion Rights process.   Specifically, the MWG requested a comprehensive 
end-to-end example of the process. 

     
Future Meetings 
 
August 30, 2010 (11 a.m. - 5 p.m.)  
August 31, 2010 (8:15 a.m. - 5 p.m.)  
September 1, 2010 (8:15 a.m. - 2 p.m.)  
Location: AEP Offices 
Room: 8th Floor 
 
September 9, 2010 (8:30 a.m. - 12:30 p.m.) 
September 10, 2010 (8:30 a.m. - 12:30 p.m.) 
Location: Net Conference 
 
September 20, 2010 (11 a.m. - 5 p.m.)  
September 21, 2010 (8:15 a.m. - 5 p.m.)  
September 22, 2010 (8:15 a.m. - 2 p.m.)  
Location: AEP Offices  
Room: 8th Floor 
 
October 4, 2010 (11 a.m. - 5 p.m.)  
October 5, 2010 (8:15 a.m. - 5 p.m.)  
October 6, 2010 (8:15 a.m. - 2 p.m.)  
Location: AEP Offices  
Room: 8th Floor 
 
Agenda Item 5 – Adjournment 
 
With no further business, Richard Ross (AEP) thanked everyone and adjourned the meeting at 12:38 
p.m. 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
Debbie James 
Secretary 
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
MARKET WORKING GROUP MEETING 

August 30-31, 2010 

Dallas / AEP Offices  

 
• Summary of Motions • 

 
a) Agenda Item 7: PRR223 Meter Agent Clarification for Joint Owned Units (JOU): Keith Sugg 

(AECC) motioned and Patty Denny (KCPL) seconded to accept the RTWG’s modifications to 
PRR223 with amended language by the MWG.  The motion passed with no oppositions or 
abstentions. 
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
MARKET WORKING GROUP MEETING 

August 30-31, 2010 

Dallas / AEP Offices  

•  M I N U T E S  •  

 
Agenda Item 1 – Call to Order, Proxies, Agenda Discussion: 
Richard Ross (AEP) called the meeting to order at 11:00 a.m.  The attendance was recorded and proxies 
were announced (Attachment 1 – MWG Attendance August 30-31 2010). The proxies for the meeting 
included John Varnell (Tenaska) for Ann Scott (Tenaska) on Wednesday.  The agenda was reviewed and 
no changes were made at the beginning of the meeting.  However, as the group made positive progress 
during Final Review of the Future Markets Protocols, the group added agenda items to complete the Final 
Review of outstanding sections in the Future Markets Protocols, as well as to receive an update on the  
CBASC’s comments on Future Markets items.  Also, the group added an agenda item to review of RTWG 
comments on previously approved PRRs (Attachment 2 - MWG Agenda Aug30-Aug31 REVISED). 
 
Agenda Item 2 – Regulation Cost Allocation (Action Item #79): 
Action Item #79: SPP staff to perform analysis for assessing additional regulation needs for load and for 
unreliable resources and return with a proposal for regulation cost allocation for unreliable resources for 
the August 30, 2010 meeting. 
 
Casey Cathey (SPP) revisited the action item to determine the approximate breakout of ACE causation 
amongst the 15 Balancing Authorities in the EIS Market footprint, and provided causation analysis 
(Attachment 3 - PowerPoint_Regulation Cost Allocation).  Discussion ensued, and consensus was 
reached to utilize the deviation quantity.  Open questions remain on how to determine the deviation 
magnitude relative to the overall regulation inclusion denominator.  It was recommended to use a scaling 
factor (ex. 20%), which would be evaluated periodically and could be set to 0%, to allow for no scaling as 
currently designed.  Keith Sugg (AECC) raised additional questions on how to calculate factors to allocate 
different portions to Generation and Load, as well as how allocation would be handled in Day Ahead 
versus Real Time.  Ann Scott (Tenaska) also raised a question on whether uncontrollable resources 
would have different factors from controllable resources. 
 
During the discussion, it was requested that SPP Staff return to the MWG with a factor calculation and 
example on Wednesday, September 1st, with the intent of voting to close out this topic then.  Due to 
positive progress made in conducting the Final Review of the Future Markets Protocols and the 
cancellation of the third meeting day (Wednesday, 9/1), this request was pushed to the next MWG 
meeting, to be held on September 9th. 
 
Agenda Item 3 – XML Specifications (Action Item #66): 
Action Item #66: MWG requests that the SUG review the Protocols and determine the list of data (related 
to XML specifications) that Market Participants will want to see related to settlements for the Future 
Markets. 
 
Wayne Camp (Accenture) provided an update from the SUG.  The SUG reviewed the Protocols and 
determined that every charge type and variable name listed in the Future Markets Protocols will be on the 
Settlements Statement; previously it was thought that this would only be a select list, which is not the 
case.  As was previously agreed, the detailed XML Specifications in Appendix B will not be completed 
prior to Future Markets Protocol approval.  Wayne Camp (Accenture) will add language to Appendix B to 
state this explicitly. 
 
Agenda Items 4 & 5 – Final Review of Protocols: 
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Wayne Camp (Accenture) presented the latest version of the latest Future Market Protocols (Attach 4 - 
Future Market Protocols 8-27-10 Draft RL). 
 
Transmission Congestion Rights Process (Section 5) 
The group continued their review of the Transmission Congestion Rights (TCR) section from the August 
26th-27th MWG Teleconference, beginning with the <Short-Term TCRs> sub-section.  Wayne Camp 
(Accenture) presented newly added language to distinguish that Short-Term Network Integrated 
Transmission Service (NITS) requests cannot exceed the ARR Nomination Cap when combined with the 
TCRs granted in the Annual/Seasonal/Monthly auctions.  Discussion ensued regarding the true definition 
of Short-Term NITS and the language was ultimately clarified to reflect the need to account for the 
designation of resources occurring at any time period.  As a result of this discussion, this sub-section was 
also renamed <Partial Month TCRs>. 
 
The group reviewed the remaining changes to this section with only minor other edits.  However, the final 
review of the Transmission Congestion Rights section is not yet complete, as the group is waiting on a 
previous action item for additional examples, to be presented at the next MWG meeting (9/9-10). 
 
Market Registration (Section 6) 
The group reviewed the language within the Market Registration section and made no changes.  As was 
previously agreed, the detailed Customer Registration information (screen shots, etc…) in Appendix A will 
not be completed prior to Future Markets Protocol approval.  Wayne Camp (Accenture) will add language 
to Appendix A to state this explicitly. 
  
Procedures for Correcting LMPs and/or MCPs (Section 7) 
The group reviewed the language within the Procedures for Correcting LMPs and/or MCPs section and 
added language to specify that notification should be sent to MPs (in addition to posting on OASIS), when 
considering re-price (correction) or deciding to re-price (correction) for a given hour.  There were some 
questions and concerns regarding what items contribute to the current need for re-pricing in today’s EIS 
Market, and therefore how this would manifest itself in the more complex Future Markets that were 
discussed by the group.  The language was trimmed and clarified to best describe these scenarios. 
 
Additionally, the group discussed the timing of re-pricing in much detail.  Ultimately, the group re-worded 
this section and agreed to the following: one day to inform MPs of the possibility of an issue; five days to 
inform MPs that there is definitively an issue; and until the final Settlement Statement to fix the issue.  
This compromise allows for an interim step between the current 5-day deadline of fixing the issue and 
filing with FERC.  The language in this section was updated to reflect this discussion. 
 
Market Monitoring and Mitigation (Section 8) 
Wayne Camp (Accenture) reviewed some clarifying edits he made to the Offer Caps and Floors sub-
section with the group.  Additionally, there were some concerns expressed around the purpose of the 
Determination of Offer Capped Resources sub-section; the language was modified during the discussion.  
However, Wayne Camp (Accenture) will work with John Hyatt to refine this language further. 
 
Protocol Revision Requests (Section 9) 
The group reviewed the language within the Protocol Revision Request section and made no changes. 
 
Settlement Metering Data Management (Appendix D) 
The group reviewed the language within the Settlement Metering Data Management appendix and 
agreed to remove the Revision section within this appendix as it is redundant to the Revision section for 
the overall Future Markets Protocols.  No other edits were found to be necessary. 
 
Network and Commercial Model Update Timing (Appendix E) 
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The group reviewed the language within the Network and Commercial Model Update Timing appendix 
and Wayne Camp (Accenture) answered questions from the group.   Overall, the group made minor edits 
to this section. 
 
Settlements Examples (Appendix F) 
Ken Donald (Utilicast) led the review of additional settlements examples that were recently added 
(Attachment 5 - Future Market Settlement Examples (Appendix F) 8-31-2010).  Additionally, he noted that 
some scenario descriptions were updated as well, to reflect recent changes to previous sections in the 
Future Markets Protocols; in these cases, the calculations themselves remain unchanged.  The group 
asked clarifying questions as the review continued; overall only minor edits were requested.  Ken Donald 
(Utilicast) let the group know that he planned on reviewing the Rebates for Over-Collected Losses (both 
DA and RT) at the next meeting, as these are the only remaining charge types not yet included in this 
appendix. 
 
As these materials were not included in the meeting materials, they have now been included in the 
meeting minutes and have been posted in the Future Markets folder on the MWG site. 
 
Agenda Item 6 – CBASC Comments on Future Markets Items 
Shari Brown (SPP) joined the MWG meeting to discuss the CBASC’s feedback on the outstanding Future 
Markets Protocols items (Attachment 6 - FM Protocol Items for ORWG-CBASC). 
 
A. Need CBASC and ORWG to review/comment/approve on Operating Reserve Certification 

procedures. 
Shari Brown (SPP) stated that the CBASC agreed with the Operating Reserve Certification 
procedures and that there should be penalties administered for not passing the certification tests, 
as long as they are fair and regular. 

B. Need CBASC and ORWG to review/comment/approve criteria for setting the minimum 
Operating Reserve requirements in a reserve zone. 

Shari Brown (SPP) stated that SPP Ops Engineering conducted a preliminary study for Reserve 
Zones which was reviewed with ORWG.  There are no current concerns, nor additional action 
required at this time. 

C. Need CBASC and ORWG to review/comment/approve contingency reserve deployment 
procedures. 

D. Need CBASC and ORWG to review/comment/approve regulation deployment procedures. 
Shari Brown (SPP) stated that the CBASC had no concerns or issues with the contingency 
reserve deployment procedures or regulation deployment procedures as currently documented in 
the Future Markets Protocols.  However, the CBASC had questions regarding the act of giving 
deployment signals and asked that additional detail in laymen’s terms be included in the 
documentation. 

E. Need CBASC and ORWG to confirm that the OOME and RUC functions provide the 
necessary functionality to address RMR and Operating Guides.  

Shari Brown (SPP) stated that RMR is a Transmission Operator concern (not a Reliability 
concern) and that these should be grandfathered in unless otherwise determined by the ORWG.  
In general, the CBASC did not feel comfortable with the OOME functions at this time, as they 
need to determine the ultimate purpose of OOME and how it can be used to better communicate.  
There is no action required of the MWG at this time. 

F. Need ORWG and SUG to provide feedback on MWG assumption that pseudo-ties within SPP 
CBA footprint are going away. 

Shari Brown (SPP) confirmed that pseudo-ties would no longer exist within SPP Balancing 
Authority for operations purposes, but let the group know that it could be decided to use them for 
Settlements purposes. 
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Shari Brown agreed to document this information and let the group know that the CBASC has a 
conference call scheduled on Friday, September 9th.  Future Markets Protocols topics discussed at this 
teleconference will be relayed back to the MWG shortly thereafter. 
 
Agenda Item 7 – Review of RTWG Comments on Previously Approved PRRs 
 
PRR 223 – Meter Agent Clarification for Joint Owned Units (JOU) 
Debbie James (SPP) presented the revisions on PRR223 from the RTWG to the MWG for discussion and 
approval (Attachment 7 - 10-2 TRR021_PRR223_Meter Agent Clarification for JOU 08262010 revised, 
Attachment 8 - PRR223 Recommendation Report_revised).  The group made edits to the PRR to ensure 
the intent of the PRR remained the same.  Keith Sugg (AECC) motioned and Patty Denny (KCPL) 
seconded to accept the RTWG’s modifications to PRR223 with amended language by the MWG.  The 
motion passed with no oppositions or abstentions. 
 
PRR 200 - Keep Whole Payments for Out of Merit Energy Dispatch 
Debbie James (SPP) presented revisions on PRR200 from the RTWG to the MWG for discussion and 
approval (Attachment 9 - PRR 200_ TRR 022 Keep Whole Payments Comment Form RTWG 08262010, 
Attachment 10 - PRR200 Recommendation Report_revised).  After much discussion, the group decided 
that the intent behind the RTWG’s changes was unclear and that the MWG needed to better understand 
RTWG concerns before voting to approve the RTWG edits. 
 
Agenda Item 8 – Review of Motions, Action Items and Future Meetings 

 
Motions 
  

1. Agenda Item 7: PRR223 Meter Agent Clarification for Joint Owned Units (JOU): Keith Sugg 
(AECC) motioned and Patty Denny (KCPL) seconded to accept the RTWG’s modifications to 
PRR223 with amended language by the MWG.  The motion passed with no oppositions or 
abstentions. 

 
  
MWG Action Items 
 

1. None 
 
 
Future Meetings 
 
September 9, 2010 (8:30 a.m. - 12:30 p.m.)  
September 10, 2010 (8:30 a.m. - 12:30 p.m.)  
Location: Net Conference  
 
September 17, 2010 (8:30 a.m. - 11:30 a.m.) *ADDED (to finalize Future Markets Protocols, if 

needed)* Location: Net Conference 
 
September 20, 2010 (11 a.m. - 5 p.m.)   
September 21, 2010 (8:15 a.m. - 5 p.m.)  
September 22, 2010 (8:15 a.m. - 2 p.m.)   
Location: AEP Offices  
Room: 8th Floor  
 
October 1, 2010 (8:30 a.m. - 11:30 a.m.) *ADDED (to finalize MOPC Recommendation, if 

needed)* Location: Net Conference 
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October 6, 2010 (1 p.m. - 2 p.m.) *ADDED (RSC Teleconference, discussing 
Future Markets Protocols)* Location: Net Conference 

 
October 18, 2010 (11 a.m. - 5 p.m.)   
October 19, 2010 (8:15 a.m. - 5 p.m.)   
October 20, 2010 (8:15 a.m. - 2 p.m.)   
Location: AEP Offices  
Room: 8th Floor  
 
* Note: The October 4-6, 2010 MWG meeting in Dallas has been cancelled. 
 
Agenda Item 9 – Adjournment 
With no further business, Richard Ross (AEP) thanked everyone and adjourned the meeting at 5:00 p.m. 
on Tuesday, August 31st.  The meeting scheduled for Wednesday, September 1st was cancelled. 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
Debbie James 
Secretary 
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
MARKET WORKING GROUP MEETING 

September 9-10, 2010 

Teleconference / WebEx 

 
• Summary of Motions • 

 
1. Agenda Item 2: Transmission Congestion Rights Process Examples: 

Jessica Collins (XCEL) motioned and Ann Scott (TNSK) seconded to modify 

the ARR / TCR process to be consistent with the SPP modified alternative 

design.  The motion passed with 6 in favor, 5 oppositions, and 2 abstentions. 
 

2. Agenda Item 3: Regulation Cost Allocation Examples: Shah Hossain 

(Westar) motioned and Keith Sugg (AECC) seconded to assign Cost 

Allocation for Regulation to load plus resource deviations with a tolerance 

band.  Details to be worked out at a later time.  The motion passed with 8 in 

favor, 3 oppositions, and 2 abstentions. 
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
MARKET WORKING GROUP MEETING 

September 9-10, 2010 

Teleconference / WebEx 

•  M I N U T E S  •  

 
Agenda Item 1 – Call to Order, Proxies, Agenda Discussion: 
Keith Sugg (AECC) called the meeting to order at 8:30 a.m.  The attendance was recorded and proxies 
were announced (Attachment 1 – MWG Attendance September 9-10 2010). The proxies for the meeting 
included Josh Kirby (WFEC) for James Liao (WFEC), Matt Moore (GSEC) for Mike Wise (GSEC), and 
George Fee (AEP) for Richard Ross (AEP) on Friday.  No changes were made to the agenda 
(Attachment 2 – MWG Agenda September 9-10 2010). 
 
Agenda Item 2 – Transmission Congestion Rights Process Examples: 
Mak Nagle (SPP) presented on the current ARR and TCR design, and introduced an alternative design in 
which the Monthly ARR Allocation is removed (Attachment 3 – TCR Process examples).  It was confirmed 
that ARRs that are not self converted and are not bought in the auction will not be converted to TCRs.  
The following issues with the designs were raised: inability to add new service granted during the year, 
ARR as an obligation, ability to recognize system changes during the year, and seasonality.  Richard 
Ross (AEP) proposed the following modifications to the alternative design: 
 

(1) Add an additional Round 3 to the Annual ARR process under which customers are still 
subject to their ARR Nomination Cap, but are free to nominate ARRs from any source sink 
pair.  This will allow someone to nominate/request ARRs from a source where the 
transmission service is still under study in the aggregate study. 

 
(2) To the extent it is not already, present implement the same revenue sufficiency logic for the 

ARRs that is in place for TCRs. 
 
Jessica Collins (XCEL) motioned and Ann Scott (TNSK) seconded to modify the ARR / TCR process to 
be consistent with the SPP modified alternative design.  The motion passed with 6 in favor, 5 oppositions, 
and 2 abstentions.   
The minority opinion was primarily based on concerns with the inability to adjust allocations made for the 
year based on 100% capability in April. 
 
Agenda Item 3 – Regulation Cost Allocation Examples: 
Casey Cathey (SPP) presented the Regulation Cost Allocation examples as requested at the prior MWG 
meeting (Attachment 4 - Regulation Cost Allocation examples).  Matt Moore (GSEC) requested that a 
tolerance band be included.  Gene Anderson (ECEWB) raised a concern that use of weighting factors 
could greatly impact small units.   
Shah Hossain (Westar) motioned and Keith Sugg (AECC) seconded to assign Cost Allocation for 
Regulation to load plus resource deviations with a tolerance band.  Details to be worked out at a later 
time.  The motion passed with 8 in favor, 3 oppositions, and 2 abstentions.   
An Action Item was created for Richard Ross (AEP) and Keith Sugg (AECC) to follow up with Casey 
Cathey (SPP) and Debbie James (SPP) on Regulation Cost Allocation direction. 
 
Agenda Item 4 – 30-Minute Operating Reserve Product: 
Product will be discussed at a future meeting. 
 
Agenda Item 5 – Remaining Settlements Examples (Appendix F):  
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Due to time constraints, presentation and discussion of the remaining Settlements examples were 
postponed to Friday, September 17th (Attach 5 - Future Market Settlement Examples Appendix and 
Attach 6 - Future Market Settlement Examples Workbook). 
 
Agenda Item 6 – Final Review of Protocols: 
Wayne Camp (Accenture) presented the latest version of the Future Market Protocols (Attach 7 - Future 
Market Protocols Draft RL 9-8-10). 
 
Minimum Operating Reserve Requirements (Section 4) 
The group reviewed the language within the Minimum Operating Reserve Requirements section and 
Wayne Camp (Accenture) answered questions from the group.   The group made minor edits to this 
section to include language to prevent the reserve zone minimum requirement from dropping below zero. 
 
Due to time constraints, discussion of the remaining Protocol items was postponed to Friday, September 
17th. 
 
 
Agenda Item 7 – Review of Motions, Action Items and Future Meetings 

 
Motions 
 

1. Agenda Item 2: Transmission Congestion Rights Process Examples: Jessica Collins (XCEL) 
motioned and Ann Scott (TNSK) seconded to modify the ARR / TCR process to be consistent 
with the SPP modified alternative design.  The motion passed with 6 in favor, 5 oppositions, and 2 
abstentions. 
 

2. Agenda Item 3: Regulation Cost Allocation Examples: Shah Hossain (Westar) motioned and 
Keith Sugg (AECC) seconded to assign Cost Allocation for Regulation to load plus resource 
deviations with a tolerance band.  Details to be worked out at a later time.  The motion passed 
with 8 in favor, 3 oppositions, and 2 abstentions. 

MWG Action Items 
 

1. Richard Ross (AEP) and Keith Sugg (AECC) to follow up with Casey Cathey (SPP) and 
Debbie James (SPP) on Regulation Cost Allocation direction. 

 
Future Meetings 
 
September 17, 2010 (8:30 a.m. - 11:30 a.m.)  
Location: Net Conference 
 
September 20, 2010 (11 a.m. - 5 p.m.)   
September 21, 2010 (8:15 a.m. - 5 p.m.)  
September 22, 2010 (8:15 a.m. - 2 p.m.)   
Location: AEP Offices  
Room: 8th Floor  
 
October 1, 2010 (8:30 a.m. - 11:30 a.m.) *ADDED (to finalize MOPC Recommendation, if 

needed)* Location: Net Conference 
 
October 6, 2010 (1 p.m. - 2 p.m.) *ADDED (RSC Teleconference, discussing 

Future Markets Protocols)* Location: Net Conference 
 
October 18, 2010 (11 a.m. - 5 p.m.)   
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October 19, 2010 (8:15 a.m. - 5 p.m.)   
October 20, 2010 (8:15 a.m. - 2 p.m.)   
Location: AEP Offices  
Room: 8th Floor  
 
* Note: The October 4-6, 2010 MWG meeting in Dallas has been cancelled. 
 
Agenda Item 8 – Adjournment 
Keith Sugg (AECC) thanked everyone and adjourned the meeting at 12:30 p.m. on Friday, September 
10th. 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
Debbie James 
Secretary 
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MWG Action Items 2010

Item Meeting Responsible Party Action Item Resolution
Target Resolution 

Date
Actual Resolution 

Date Status AFC Notes, 9/14

36 21‐Jan R. Ross
Richard Ross (AEP) will meet with Dennis Reed (Westar) of the RTWG and determine how 
to address PRR190.

9/14: Debbie discussed with Richard Ross and Dennis 
Reed, to be discussed at 9/20 MWG Meeting 9/20/2010 9/14/2010 Closed Was this meeting scheduled?

44 8‐Feb R. Ross

Richard Ross (AEP) clarified that the issue is not one of whether both Gross and Net 
generation should be allowed, but rather whether or not multiple Net Generation 
calculations methodologies should be allowed.  The issue is whether or not reporting net 
loads when a generator is off line as “negative generation should be allowed.  The group 
suggested that the issue and desired outcome/decision by the MWG is not clear.  Richard 
Ross (AEP) was directed to frame the issue surrounding Net Generation reporting to focus 
the discussion at a future MWG meeting.

Richard Ross will review his notes again and update the 
MWG. 
9/20: Richard Ross will develop a PRR to address this 
issue. 9/20/2010 Closed Is this still planned for next week?  Should we confirm with Richard?

51 7‐Apr SPP Staff

SPP Staff will report back to the group a legal opinion regarding the idea of limiting 
participation in the TCR Auction to the number of MWs of firm transmission service at a 
future MWG meeting. (Related to RSC question about Third Party Participation)

The CAWG recommended that Third Parties can 
participate in Future Markets.  No further action unless 
the RSC chooses a different path.
9/20:  CAWG meeting materials related to the 
cost/benefit analysis of Third Party Participation will be 
sent to the MWG. 10/26/2010 Open Can we close this one out?  What action needs to be taken?

65 19‐May MWG

The MWG will notify the MOPC at the appropriate time of the recent FERC Order for PJM 
related to the marginal loss over‐collection allocation methodology. Some could read the 
PJM Order and interpret the SPP approach as being in conflict with the Order. To be included in MWG Report to MOPC on 10/12/2010. 10/12/2010 Open Is the plan to notify MOPC at the October MOPC meeting?

66 19‐May MWG

MWG requests the SUG review the Protocols and determine the list of data (related to 
XML specifications) that Market Participants will want to see related to settlements for 
the Future Markets.  

8/31: The SUG reviewed the Protocols and determined 
that every charge type and variable name listed in the 
Future Markets Protocols will be on the Settlements 
Statement.  The detailed XML Specifications in Appendix B 
will not be completed prior to Future Markets Protocol 
approval.  Wayne Camp (Accenture) will add language to 
Appendix B to state this explicitly. 8/30/2010 8/30/2010 Closed Ready to close?

68 7‐Jun SPP Staff

CJ Brown (SPP) to organize a task force with representatives from MWG, ORWG, and 
CBASC to discuss details of capacity commitment and scarcity pricing requirements for the 
Future Market Protocols.  The task force will report back to the MWG on unit 
commitment considerations and scarcity pricing recommendations for the Future 
Markets.

SPP determined a task force was not necessary and 
Market Monitoring will be facilitating the issue and will 
report back to MWG. 12/13/2010 Open Is MM aware of this proposed resolution?

76 21‐Jul SPP Staff
SPP staff to develop an alternative for the nomination cap and bring a proposal back to 
the MWG during the August 2‐4, 2010 meeting.

8/16: SPP staff provided a recommendation to change the 
ARR Nomination Cap in the Protocols from the sum of a 
Market Participant’s Reserve capacity to a cap of the 
lower of the network load (plus a growth percentage) or 
reservations for the Network Integrated Transmission 
Service. 8/16/2010 Closed Ready to close?

SPP staff to discuss internally on the NERC standards related to changing e‐Tags for after‐
77 4‐Aug SPP Staff

SPP staff to discuss internally on the NERC standards related to changing e Tags for after
the‐fact settlement modifications due to system errors and report back to MWG. 10/18/2010 Open Is this still planned for next week?  Who from SPP Staff is coordinating this?

78 4‐Aug
Jessica Collins, SPP 

Staff

Jessica Collins (Xcel) will work with SPP staff to come up with examples to compliment the 
discussion for the PRR being developed by Richard Ross (AEP) (previous action item #63) 
on guidelines for handling after‐the‐fact settlement modifications due to system errors.

9/20: Could not determine any examples that were 
relevant to PRR232.  Further discussion will occur with the 
PRR232 review on 9/22. 9/20/2010 Closed Has there been a recent update from Jessica on this?  Who is she working with

79 4‐Aug SPP Staff

SPP staff to perform analysis for assessing additional regulation needs for load and for 
unreliable resources and return with a proposal for regulation cost allocation for 
unreliable resources for the August 30, 2010 meeting.

8/30 ‐ C. Cathey presented this analysis, but the group 
requested additional information which will be presented 
at the September 9, 2010 meeting.
9/9: C. Cathey presented follow‐up analysis.  The MWG 
approved a motion to include cost allocation to 
generators.  The details will be developed at a later time. 8/30/2010 9/9/2010 Closed Ready to close?

80 4‐Aug
Ken Donald, 
Wayne Camp

Ken Donald (Utilicast) and Wayne Camp (Accenture) to investigate regulation cost 
allocation methodologies for at other RTO/ISOs and report back to the MWG for the 
August 30, 2010 meeting. 8/30: This was discussed at the 8/30 meeting. 8/30/2010 8/30/2010 Closed Ready to close?

81 4‐Aug Ken Donald

Ken Donald (Utilicast) to return to the MWG at the August 30, 2010 meeting with a matrix 
of the charge types in the Protocols related to cost allocations for exports, load, and 
generation. 8/30: This was discussed at the 8/30 meeting. 8/30/2010 8/30/2010 Closed Ready to close?

83 18‐Aug SPP Staff
SPP Staff to return to the MWG with a presentation of how LIP is calculated in the EIS 
Market, including examples of how VRLs are applied in the calculation of LIP.  12/13/2010 Open What is the plan for this one?

84 26‐Aug SPP Staff

SPP Staff to follow up with counterparts at PJM and prepare additional examples of the 
proposed design for the Transmission Congestion Rights process.   Specifically, the MWG 
requested a comprehensive end‐to‐end example of the process.

9/9: SPP Staff developed and presented additional 
examples for the TCR process. 9/9/2010 9/9/2010 Closed Newly added ‐ ready to close?

85 9‐Sep R. Ross / K. Sugg
Richard Ross (AEP) and Keith Sugg (AECC) to follow up with Casey Cathey (SPP) and 
Debbie James (SPP) on Regulation Cost Allocation direction 9/20:  Casey will develop a proposal for a future meeting. 10/18/2010 Does this need to be added as an action item?
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GENERAL NOTES FOR COMPLETING AND PROVIDING DATA IN THE SPP EIS MARKET

ASSET(S) WORKSHEET - REQUIRED MARKET ASSET  REGISTRATION DATA

MARKET PARTICIPANT DATA DESCRIPTION OF REQUESTED REGISTRATION D

Market Participant (MP):  

Please provide the accurate/appropriate Market Participant Name (a
which should agree with NERC TSIN (or other applicable NERC/NA
registration/certification information provided to SPP.  (
(Note - Market Participant (MP) is defined in the SPP Open Access 
execute the service agreement specified in Tariff Attachment AH.)

MP Point-of-Contact:
Identify the Market Participant's primary, functional, and other Point-
Relations and/or Operations staff may/will contact the identified 
information and issues.)

        Primary:

Identify the Market Participant's primary Point-of-Contact (POC) for t
POC should agree with the Primary Point of Contact listed on the "S
Functional Points of Contact (POC)" form provided separately to SP
shall communicate to with SPP regarding all related issues, which af

        Functional Issues:

Identify the Market Participant's Functional Pointsy e Market Participant's Func l 
Ancillary Service Plans, etc.  List the applicable POC for each functi
POCs should agree with the Functional POCs listed on the "Southw
Functional Point-of-Contact (POCs)" form provided separately to SP
contacted by SPP and shall communicate to with SPP regarding fun
and the EIS Market.

Host Balancing Authority Area (BAA)/Control Area (CA):
Identify the BAA/CA defined within the EIS Market footprint in which 
located or pseudo-tied into.  (Balancing Authority Area/Control Area i
and additional information below.)

Existing/New BAA: Indicate whether the BAA/CA identified above is a new or existing M

36 of 105



)
S

)

o
R

to be submitted include

e
a
s
a

A  I f  N   Pl  b  li bl  T h i

t

The type of Technical information that needs to be submitted include

b
u
f
b

Asset Registration Change  

Complete applicable Sections below.  (General Note - All Loads and 
less than 10 MW, must be registered.  Registration identifies each L
submitting settlement meter data, and settlement responsibilities.)  (
additional details.)

Submission Date: Indicate the date that the Registration Packet is submitted to SPP.

Requested Effective Date: 

Indicate the date that the listed asset registration change(s) are requ
actual Effective Date will be based on when all required registration 
registered is received by SPP and the change can be appropriately 
MP as needed to confirm the applicable Effective Date for the asset 

Planned Testing Start Date: 
Indicate the date that the new (or upgraded if applicable) resource(s
(greater than 1 MW), which will be applied to the SPP transmission 

Planned Commercial Operation Start Date: 
Indicate the date that the new (or upgraded if applicable) resource(s
to the SPP transmission System.

Instructions: Please complete the fields below for new asset registr
Use the 'Comments' column for any additional information. Quest
contact your SPP Customer Relations Representative (CRR).

ation. 
ions (See Instructions details)

A t I f ti  N t   Pl  b it li bl  T h i l sset n ormation ote: ease su mit app ca e ec n cal 
information (one-line or system diagrams, ICCP data, breaker det
bus level planning model data, etc.) for each asset separately.  All 
information is needed prior to the start of SPP Model change 
implementation activities. 

The type of Technical information that needs

ails, 
Asset 

      
details, and bus level planning model data (Bus Name, Bus Number,
model the asset(s) in the applicable SPP Models, systems, and data
insure that all new Market assets (resources and loads) are acc
version of the Planning Model when all of the other technical in
may be added to added to the MODS system so it can be availa

OATI System Usage:  Please indicate if an OATI-provided/based t
and scheduling systems will be used for assets (resources and/or loa
being registered in the Market.  (If not, please identify the system 
used.)

agging 
ds) 
to be 

SPP currently uses an OATI-provided/based system for tagging and 
system.  Therefore, new MPs must indicate if OATI-provided tagging
(resources and/or loads) being registered in the Market.  If OATI sys
for/of the system that will be used by the MP.) 
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Column Level Notes for DATA FIELD/COLUMN HEADINGs (Column Level Notes are included where applicable to assist the MP 
FIELDs/COLUMNs.) 

ASSET DATA FIELD/COLUMN HEADINGS DESCRIPTION OF REQUESTED REGISTRATION D
Requested/Required Data for Assets being Registered in EIS Market

Applicable and Helpful Notes for completing MP Asset Data
Column Level Notes for DATA FIELD/COLUMN HEADINGs  (Colum
MP in providing information required for applicable DATA FIELDs/C

MARKET PARTICIPANT NAME
Indicate the Market Participant (MP) that is actually registering the a
accurate/appropriate Market Participant Name and/or Abbreviation, 
NERC/NAESB Source/Sink registry) Entity information.  (

SETTLEMENT AREA

Provide the accurate/appropriate Settlement Area (SA) name that re
(BAA/CA) within the Market footprint in which the asset(s) will be loc
Area abbreviation = SPP; therefore, show SA as "SPP_SA"
(See SPP Protocols Glossary and OATT, EXHIBIT 1, SPP CRITERI

SETTLEMENT LOCATION

Provide the accurate/appropriate Settlement Location (SL) name tha
being registered.  As much as possible, the Settlement Location na
used for the resource in the latest Planning Model data, EIA-411 dat
applicable resource name is consistently used in SPP Model data, i.
(Example:  SPP resource name = Powers Unit 1; Settlement Loc
not be more that 25 Characters in length be more at  ters in leng
(A Settlement Location can be either a single Meter Settlement Loca
Meter Settlement Locations within one Settlement Area.  -  See SPP 
CRITERIA, Subsection 1.1.37 for definition of a Settlement Location.

ASSET TYPE (GEN / PLT / 
1 LOAD ENTITY)

Identify whether the Market Asset being registered is a resource (G
by the MP, or a load acting as a resource; a PLT = multiple units ag
request;) or a Load Entity.  (See Note 1 for Load Entity details.)
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ASSET METERING AGENT

Identify the qualified Meter Agent (MA) entity registered with SPP th
data, application of losses, aggregation of meter data, application of 
This entity can be a traditional utility entity or other competitive entity
Entity’s name appended by, ”_MA”.  (Example: Meter Agent abbre
(Note - The MP is responsible for providing a completed/signed Met

well as insuring that the Balancing Authority also receives Settlemen
electronic format.  – See Protocols Section 12.2, “Content”; and Sub
OATT, Attachment AM for additional information.)

2
 Intermittent Resource - Enter Yes or No (N/A Loads)

Indicate whether the new resource is an Intermittent Resource.  (I.e.,
river hydro, or other unpredictable energy source for which a MP ca
on an hour ahead basis.)  (This is either a yes or no response for a r

Qualifying Facility - Enter Yes or No (N/A Loads)

Indicate whether the new resource is a PURPA Qualifying Facility (
requirements for Qualifying Facility status under the Public Utility Re
the Commission’s Regulations (18 C.F.R. Part 292), and which has 
is either a yes or no response for a resource, or N/A for a Load.) 

3
 Qualified Generator - Enter Yes or No (N/A Loads)

Indicate whether the new resource is a Qualified Generator.  (This is 
Load.)  (See Note 3) 

4
 Resource Start Up Time/Data - (Start-up and Notification Time)

Provide and indicate the Resource Start Up Time and Notification inf
registered.  (See Note 4) 

5
 Designated Network Resource - Enter Yes or No (N/A Loads)

Indicate whether the new resource is a designatedIn te whether e new resource is a desi
serving network load on a non-interruptible basis.  The designated g
by the owner of the network load.   (This requires either a yes or no 

NITS Customer (Load Only)
Indicate whether the new Load Entity is a Load Settlement Location 
aggregated and mapped for transmission service and settled agains
response for a resource or N/A for Loads.)  

6
 Native Load Serving - Enter Yes or No (N/A Loads)

Indicate whether the new resource will be used to supply the MP's D
(NLS) Tool.  (This requires either a yes or no response for a resourc

Reserve Sharing (Resource Only) - Enter Yes or No (N/A Loads)
Indicate whether the new resource needs to be added to the SPP R
to assist in supplying the BA's and/or MP's reserve sharing requirem
a yes or no response for a resource or N/A for Loads.)
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Provide the  KV   LEVEL of the station 
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7
 PNODENAME

SPP will determine and provide the PNODENAME for applicable ne
are registered by the Market Participant.  (See Note 7)

8 EMS_MAX_MW - Resource Limit Indicate the appropriate EMS_MAX_MW (Reasonable Limit) value  f

9
 MAX MW for Native Load - Resource Limit

Indicate the appropriate MAX_MW value that will be used by this res
if this is not a DNR.)  (See Note 9.)

Resource Offline Status  - (N/A for Loads)
Indicate the off-line status of the resource (GEN or PLT) being regist
Contact SPP as needed for assistance in determining the status and 
selected.

Fuel Type - (N/A for Loads) Provide and indicate the primary (and secondary, if applicable) fuel t

BUS NAME
Provide the applicable Planning Model Bus Name for the new resou
information that will uniquely identify the asset/equipment at the appl

CIRCUIT NUMBER
Provide the applicable Circuit Number/ID for the new resource.  (Th
uniquely identifies the asset/equipment at the applicable station.)

BUS NUMBER�OLD 5-DIGIT
If applicable, provide the applicable OLD 5-DIGIT BUS NUMBER of 
The bus number should correspond to the station bus number in the 

BUS NUMBER�NEW 6-DIGIT Provide the applicable NEW 6-DIGIT BUS NUMBER of the station w
number should correspond to the station bus number in the current 

KV BUS CONNECTION LEVEL
Provide the applicable KV BUS CONNECTION LEVEL of the station   applicable BUS CONNECTION
bus number should correspond to the station bus number in the curr

COMMENTS
The “Comments” provide information on the applicable Asset (resou
the Row in which the Comment is added. 

ASSET DATA FIELD SUB-HEADINGS DESCRIPTION OF REQUESTED REGISTRATION D

10 BUS LEVEL LOAD DETAILS
Provide the pertinent bus information for the MP's bus level loads to 
Settlement Location.  Bus level load information needs to be input u
primary headings above.  (See Note 10) 

Definition and Notes  [Included on the ASSET(s) Worksheet]
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1
 Load Entity

In regards to registration, the “Load Entity” Asset Type includes the f
1.  MP AGGREGATE LOAD SETTLEMENT LOCATION (Show as 
more Aggregate Load Settlement Location for aggregate bus loads in o
Note 10 below for how to provide details for bus level loads that are to 
Load Settlement Locations.)
2.  BA INTERNAL AGGREGATE INTERCHANGE POINT SETTL
Interchange Point') – A Market BA only registers one Settlement Locat
point between two Market BA's, which is used to account for all interc
that each adjacent BA also register a related interchange point.  
3.  BA 1ST TIER AGGREGATE INTERCHANGE POINT SETTLE
Interchange Point') - A Market BA only registers one Settlement Locat
between it and a 1st Tier BA, which is used to account for all interchan
4.  LOSS AGGREGATE SETTLEMENT LOCATIONS (Show as 
Loss Settlement location for each Market BA to assist in accounting fo

2
 Intermittent Resource

Resource powered solely by wind, solar energy, run-of-river hydro or ot
a Market Participant cannot reasonably forecast or control the Resour
recognized as an Intermittent Resource, a Generation Resource must b
Resource on the basis of a Market Participant’s certification.  (See the 
Subsection 1 1 16  "Intermittent resources and Protocols; Section . .16, Intermittent resources and Protocols; Section 8
information.)

3
 Qualified Generator

A Qualified Generator (QG) is a generator, or a single generator that is 
Point-of-Receipt, that has been recognized by the Transmission Provid
Section II of Schedule 2 of the SPP OATT to receive compensation un
acceptance of a new QG as being eligible for compensation for Reactive
met.) 

4
 Resource Start Up Time/Data

Identify how much time it takes to start up each listed new registered r
include all related notification time periods (minimum and maximum). 
Up Times (Cold Start, Quick Start, etc.) as well as Notification time an
registered. 
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5 Designated Network Resource

A Designated Network Resource (DNR) is any designated generation r
for the purpose of serving network load on a non-interruptible basis.   
owned, purchased or leased by the owner of the network load and may 
area/balancing authority region or by pseudo tie.   The DNR designati
SPP or other pertinent agreement/arrangement.   (See the SPP OATT, 
4.1.5, "Designated Network Resources (DNR)" for additional informati

6
 Native Load Serving

Indicate if the resource(s) being registered is a DNR Resource that will 
the owner's control area/balancing authority region or by pseudo tie.  I
used to supply the MP's Designated Native loads via the Native Load 
schedule that is within a control area from a customer's/MP's designate
Protocols; Section 6.6.4, "Network/Native Load Scheduling (NLS)".)

7
 PNODENAME

SPP will determine and provide the PNODENAME for applicable new
loads) that are registered by the Market Participant.  There should be 
each Equipment Node (ENode) as well as additional Aggregate PNode
PNODENAME is used to identify LIP info at www.spp.org and Markey p
(https://portal.spp.org/SPP/)

8
 EMS_MAX_MW

The Reasonable Limit listed is intended to represent the highest achiev
regardless of seasonal or weather conditions.  This Reasonable Limit wi
amounts that are provided during Resource Plan submission.  

9 MAX MW for Native Load

The MAX MW for Native Load value listed is intended to represent th
registered DNR Generator/Plant that would be used to supply the MP'
Load value may be equal to or less than resource's Reasonable Limit, h
approved/identified Maximum Net Dependable Capacity (MW) of the 
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 BUS LEVEL LOAD DETAILS

A separate section should be provided to identify specific bus information 
with modeling these loads in the applicable SPP models.  Information for 
row and should include the MP's Name with the applicable Settlement Ar
for the load under the appropriate Data Field/Column Heading.  (Include "
that information in these filed do not change.) Bus information that needs 
identified below;
A) Provide the accurate/appropriate Bus Name of the applicable station/b
The bus name should correspond to the station name in the current Planni
Number/ID for the new load.  (The Circuit ID is the ID identifier in the pl
asset/equipment at the applicable station/bus.)  C) 
where the resource will be located/connected. The bus number should cor
current Planning Model.  D) Provide the applicable KV BUS CONNECTI
resource will be located/connected. The KV bus number should correspon
Planning Model.  (NOTE: The “BUS LEVEL LOAD DETAILS” sub-He
and all resource and aggregate load Settlement Location information for a

NERC MAPPINGS WORKSHEET - REQUIRED  NERC TSIN COMPATIBLE ASSET DATA 

NERC TRANSLATION TABLE MAPPING DATA DESCRIPTION OF REQUESTED REGISTRATION D
NERC Translation Table - (N/A - Provided by SPP, if applicable.) 

Submission Date: Indicate the date that the Registration Packet is submitted to SPP.

Requested Effective Date:

Indicate the date that the listed asset registration change(s) are requ
actual Effective Date will be based on when all required registration 
registered is received by SPP and the change can be appropriately 
MP as needed to confirm the applicable Effective Date for the asset 
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NERC MAPPINGS DATA COLUMN HEADINGS DESCRIPTION OF REQUESTED REGISTRATION D
Requested/Required NERC/NAESB Source/Sink Mapping Data (Note regarding the source from which the NERC Mappings informat

Control Area
Identify and provide the accurate/appropriate Control Area/Balancin
Source/Sink(s) being registered will be located and/or settled.  The 
must correspond to applicable CA Code in the NERC TSIN (or other 

PSE
Provide the MP's accurate/appropriate PSE information.  The MP's 
Code in the NERC TSIN (or other applicable NERC/NAESB Source/

Settlement Location
Provide accurate/appropriate Settlement Location name that is more 
Locations listed in this Worksheet should correspond with the Settle
this Registration Packet/workbook.) 

NERC Source/Sink Name
Verify that the NERC Source/Sink is appropriate and accurate.  The 
NERC TSIN (or other applicable NERC/NAESB Source/Sink registry
or equal to 14 characters.)

Sink/Source Indicate if each indicated Source/Sink name is a Source, Sink, or bo

PNode (Note that SPP will provide the PNODENAME for the new asset.)

Parent TC NERC Id

Provide the accurate/appropriate Parent TC/MP NERC Id informatio
correspond to applicable NERC ID Code in the NERC TSIN (or othep pp
(Note that when possible SPP will use the NERC ID that correspond
Source/Sink registry; however, when necessary SPP will create a un
Models.)

Definition and Notes  [Included on the NERC Mappings Worksheet]
1 Settlement Location

The listed Settlement Location names should correspond to/with the a
the ASSET(s) worksheet.
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 REGISTRATION PACKET

ETAILS
nd the applicable abbreviation that may/will be used), 
SB Source/Sink registry) Entity information and MP 
 = Southwest Power Pool and/or SPP)
ransmission Tariff (OATT) and each MP is required to 

f-Contacts (POCs), as listed below:  (SPP Customer 
individuals as needed for Market related 

e General market related issues.  The listed Primary 
uthwest Power Pool Market Registration Primary and 
.  This identified party shall be contacted by SPP and 

fect the MP's registered assets and the EIS Market.

) for issues related to Resource Plans Offer Curves for issues relate  to Resource ans, er Curves, 
n/service per the applicable function/service.  The listed 
st Power Pool Market Registration Primary and 
 customer Relations.  This identified party shall be 
tional issues which affect the MP's registered assets 

the Market assets being registered are either physically 
s defined in the SPP Open Access Transmission Tariff 

rket BAA/CA.
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all Resources excluding Behind-the-Meter Generation 
ad and/or Resource to Settlement Locations, entity 
efer to SPP Protocols Section 12, "Registration" for 

ested to become effective in Production.  (Note - The 
nd technical information for the asset(s) being 
upported by the MP.  Therefore, SPP will work with the 
nd communicate this date to the MP.)

 being registered is/are to begin generating test power 
ystem.

 is/are to begin Commercial Operation and output power 

s one-line or system diagrams, ICCP data, breaker one-line   ,  ,  
 Circuit ID, and KV Level) needed to help accurately 
bases. (Note:  The MP must work with the BA to 
rately added to and present in the most current 

ormation is provided.  Applicable asset information 
le for use by SPP for use in Modeling activities.)

scheduling assets (resources and loads) in the SPP 
 and scheduling systems will be used for assets 
ems will not be used please, indicate and provide details 
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ETAILS

n Level Notes are included where applicable to assist the 
LUMNs.) 

plicable assets.  The MP must provide the 
hich should agree with NERC TSIN (or other applicable 

MP = Southwest Power Pool and/or SPP.)  

lects the Balancing Authority Area/Control area 
ted and/or settled in the Market.  (Example: Settlement 

, Subsection 1.1.34 for definition of a Settlement  Area.)

t is to be used in the Market for the new/revised asset 
e should be consistent with/compatible to the name 
, and EIA-860 data.  SPP will work to insure that the 
. EMS resource data and MOS data (PNODENAME).  

ation name = SPP.POWERS1)  The SL name must 

tion for a GEN and/or PLT or, for load, an aggregation of 
Protocols Glossary and OATT, EXHIBIT 1, SPP 
)

N = a single unit, multiple units equivalenced to one unit 
regated to one plant resource by SPP at the MP's 
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t will be responsible for the acquisition of end-use meter 
data to Settlement Intervals, and transfer of data to SPP.  
.  Show the Meter Agent as the abbreviation of the 
iation = SPP; therefore, show MA as "SPP_MA".)

er Agent Agreement between the MP and listed MA as 
t Location Data from the Meter Agent in a suitable 
ection 12.2.3, “Registration of Meter Agent” as well as 

 a Resource powered solely by wind, solar energy, run-o
not reasonably forecast or control the Resource output 
source, or N/A for Loads.)  (See Note 2)

F).  A QF is a generating facility which meets the 
ulatory Policies Act of 1978 (“PURPA”) and part 292 of 
btained certification of its Qualifying Facility status. (This 

either a yes or no response for a resource, or N/A for a 

ormation for the each new resource that is being 

rce that can be called upon at anytime for the purpose ofce at can be ca ed upon at anytime for e purpose of 
neration resource must be owned, purchased or leased 

esponse for a resource or N/A for Loads.)  (See Note 5) 

o which the MP's designated NITS Load will be 
 in the Market.  (This requires either a yes or no 

esignated Native loads via the Native Load Scheduling 
 or N/A for Loads.)  (See Note 6)

serve Sharing System (RSS) so that it will be deployed 
ent during a reserve sharing event.  (This requires either 
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where the resource  be  The KV 
e

n

 assets (resource, load entity, and bus level loads) that 

or the resource(s) being registered.  (See Note 8) 

ource to supply the MP's Native Loads.  (Should be N/A 

ered.  The resource may be treated as "Net" or "Gross".  
what information needs to be provided to SPP for status 

pe/source used by the resource(s) being registered.

ce.  (The Bus Number is to be used as a portion of the 
icable station in the Planning Model.)

 Circuit ID is the ID identifier in the planning model that 

he station where the resource will be located/connected. 
current Planning Model.

here the resource will be located/connected. The bus 
lanning Model.

where the resource will be located/connected. The KV will located/connected.
nt Planning Model.

ce or load) that will be covered by the registration data in 

ETAILS
be associated with the applicable aggregate Load 
der this Sub-Heading using the applicable fields of the 
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 Intermittent Resources for additional 
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llowing:  
ggregate Load') - MPs may register one or 
e or more Settlement Area(s).   (Refer to 
e mapped to new or existing Aggregate 

MENT LOCATIONS (Show as 'Load - 
ion (SL) for an aggregate interchange 
anges between the two BAs.  SPP requires 

ENT LOCATIONS (Show as 'Load - EX-
on (SL) for an aggregate interchange point 
es between the two BAs.   
 - BA/TO Loss Point') - SPP registers one 
 related losses.

her unpredictable energy source for which 
e output on an hour ahead basis.  To be 
 designated by SPP as an Intermittent 
PP OATT, ATTACHMENT AE, 

 Intermittent Resources for additional 

art of a group of generators at a single 
er as meeting the criteria specified in 
er Schedule 2.  (Note.  SPP provides 
 Supply after applicable requirements are 

esource.  The start-up time should also 
 Therefore, provide the applicable Start-
 method for each resource being 
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source that can be called upon at anytime 
he designated generation resource must be 
erve load either within its control 
n implies a signed NITS agreement with 
EXHIBIT 1, SPP CRITERIA, Subsection 
on.)

serve applicable native loads either within 
dicate whether the new resource will be 
cheduling (NLS) Tool.  (NLS is a type of 
 resource to its designated load.  (See SPP 

assets (resource, load entity, and bus level 
 Pricing Node (PNode) record matching 
 for aggregate modeling.  (The 
 Clearing Prices on the portal g p

ble output for the Generator/Plant 
ll be used in validation of the MaxMW 

 Maximum amount of the indicated 
 native load.  The MAX MW for Native 
wever, it must not exceed the 
NR.
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for each individual bus level load to help 
ach load should be provided on a separate 
a, Settlement Location, and Bus information 
N/C" in the other fields/columns to indicate 
o be provided for each bus level/city load is 

s where the load will be located/connected. 
g Model.  B) Provide the applicable Circuit 
nning model that uniquely identifies the 
EW 6-DIGIT BUS NUMBER of the station 

espond to the station bus number in the 
ON LEVEL of the station where the 
d to the station bus number in the current 
ding and data should be moved below any 
sets being registered.) 

ETAILS

ested to become effective in Production.  (Note - The 
nd technical information for the asset(s) being 
upported by the MP.  Therefore, SPP will work with the 
nd communicate this date to the MP.)
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ETAILS
ion is derived.)

 Authority Area in which the asset(s) and related 
ontrol Area for the listed Asset(s) and Source/Sink(s) 
applicable NERC/NAESB Source/Sink registry.) 

SE information must correspond to applicable PSE 
ink registry.)

descriptive of the resource’s name.  (The Settlement 
ent Locations identified in the ASSET(s) worksheet of 

Source/Sink must to be registered and activated in the 
).  (Note - The Source/Sink names must be less than 

h (Source/Sink).

.  The MP's Parent TC NERC ID/information should 
 applicable NERC/NAESB Source/Sink registry.)g y
 to the MP's NERC ID provided in the NERC/NAESB 

ique Parent TC/MP NERC ID for use in the SPP Market 

plicable Settlement Locations identified on 
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MMU Concerns Regarding the Future Market Protocols 
 

1) Section 4.1.3.1.1.(4), Section 4.2.1.8 – Internal  
Reserve Zone Transfer Schedule   

 
 

2) Section 4.1.3.1.1.(3) – Reserve Zone Minimum cannot 
be larger than the sum of available Operating Reserve 
Resource MW within the zone. 

 
 

3) Section 4.1.5 – Capacity shortages do not include 
shortages of Operating Reserve related to insufficient 
ramping capability. 
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Loss Pool Construction

Ken Donald

September 21, 2010 - Market Working Group
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Current Protocol Design

SPP.org 3

Loss Pool Definition

• A statically defined grouping of Settlement 
Locations that follows ownership of 
Resources and load

• Hub and Interface SLs are grouped into a 
default SPP LP

• Asset Owner transactional activity at SLs not 
owned by the AO contribute to the ‘fulfillment’

SPP.org 4

owned by the AO contribute to the fulfillment  
calculations of the host AO LP
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Loss Pool Definition

• Limitations of the static definition

Load which is served contractually from another AO isLoad which is served contractually from another AO is 
not able to be included in the LP – instead it is 
assumed to be served by the exchange, which could 
impact rebate calculations

Load served by Designated Resource outside the 
footprint does not include the import transaction in the 
local ‘fulfillment’ calculations

SPP.org 5

The output of Joint Owned Units not modeled as 
separate SLs can’t be included in more than one LP

Proposed Protocol Design

SPP.org 6
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Loss Pool Definition

• Transactional activity of an AO at any SL is 
dynamically included in the AO’s Loss Pool –
so activity at one SL might contribute to 
multiple LPs

• Financial Schedules for Energy are included in 
the determination of and AOs LP injection and 
withdrawal

SPP.org 7

• AO withdrawal or injection is limited to a share 
of the total net withdrawal at the SL

Loss Pool Definition

• Benefits of the dynamic definition

A transactional model is more inclusive of virtuals &A transactional model is more inclusive of virtuals & 
imports in an AO’s ‘fulfillment’ calculations

Use of Financial Schedules allows for modeling of load 
served contractually or JOU financial shares

The net injection / withdrawal per SL limitation 
addresses concerns that round-trip or offsetting 
transaction are rebated an inordinate amount of the

SPP.org 8

transaction are rebated an inordinate amount of the 
over-collection

The AO transactional based grouping also protects 
against the gaming of virtual bids/offers at separate, 
but similar SLs to garner OCL rebates with minimal 
congestion risk 
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Examples

SPP.org 9

Import Transactions

• Richard & Shah meet their load by imports 
from outside SPP from the same SL

Richard clears 100 MW import in DA Market

Shah clears 150 MW import in DA Market

The interface SL’s LP injection of 250 MW is 
distributed is 40% to Richard’s & 60% to Shah’s

SPP.org 10
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Import Transactions

• Richard & Shah meet their load by imports 
from outside SPP from the same SL

Richard clears 100 MW import in DA Market

Shah clears 150 MW import in DA Market

Ken clears 200 MW export in DA Market 

The interface SL’s LP injection of 50 MW is distributed 
is 40% to Richard’s & 60% to Shah’s

SPP.org 11

The SL contributes no withdrawal to Ken’s LP

Joint Owned unit

• Gene’s share of Darrell’s resource is 25 MW, 
but it is modeled as a single SL

Darrell clears 100 MW (injection) in DA Market

Darrell sells 25 MW DA Market Energy via Financial 
Schedule to Gene

The SL’s LP injection contribution is 25MW to Gene’s 
and 75 MW to Darrell’s

SPP.org 12
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Joint Owned unit

• Gene’s share of Darrell’s resource is 25 MW, 
but it is modeled as a single SL

Darrell clears 100 MW (injection) in DA Market

Wayne clears 105 MW virtual bid at the resource

Darrell sells 25 DA Market Energy via Financial 
Schedule to Gene

The SL contributes no injection to any LP

SPP.org 13

j y

The SL contributes 100% of 5 MW withdrawal to 
Wayne’s LP

Ken DonaldKen Donald
Utilicast
727-259-3447
contractor-kdonald@spp.org
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 

MARKET WORKING GROUP  

Recommendation to the Market and Operations Policy Committee  

Future Markets Protocols 

October 12-13, 2010 

 
Organizational Roster 

The following members represent the Market Working Group: 
 

Richard Ross, AEP, Chairman 
Keith Sugg, AECC, Vice Chairman 
Debbie James, SPP, Secretary 
Aaron Rome, Midwest Energy, Inc. 
Ann Scott, Tenaska Power Services Co. 
Darrell Wilson, OGE 
Gene Anderson, OMPA 
James Liao, WFEC 
Jessica Collins, Xcel Energy 
Lee Anderson, Lincoln Electric System 
Michael Wise, Golden Spread Electric Cooperative 
Patricia Denny, KCPL 
Randy Gillespie, Kelson Energy 
Rick McCord, EDE 
Rick Yanovich, OPPD 
Shah Hossain, Westar Energy, Inc. 

 

Background 

In December 2009, the MWG finalized the MWG decisions to-date in the Future Markets Mid-Level Design 
document, which was presented to the MOPC for feedback in January 2010.  Feedback received from the 
MOPC, BOD, RSC and all interested stakeholders was consolidated and presented back to the MOPC in April 
2010.  As a result of this meeting, the MOPC approved the Mid-Level Design document. 
 
The Mid-Level Design document was used as a basis for developing the detailed Future Markets Protocols.  
The MWG met regularly from December 2009 until September 2010 to debate and discuss the more specific 
design topics and detailed information for inclusion in the Future Markets Protocols document.  The following is 
a list of the major protocol design elements that have changed since the Mid-Level Design document was 
finalized by the MWG in December 2009: 
 

• Must-Offer Requirement in DA Market 
o There will now be a mandatory offer requirement for physical Resources that are not on a 

planned, forced or otherwise approved outage. 
• Transmission Congestion Rights/Auction Revenue Rights Processes 
• Transfer of Operating Reserve between Reserve Zones 
• Jointly Owned Units Modeling. 

 
 
Additionally, the MWG recognizes that the following design elements need further development in the Future 
Markets Protocols: 

• Sections related to ARRs/TCRs (Allocation, Settlements, Market Clearing) 
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• Regulation Cost Allocation to Load plus Resources 
• Allocation of Over-Collection of Losses 
• There may be additional sections that MWG chooses to add clarifying text. 
 

 

Recommendation 

MWG recommends the MOPC endorse the Future Market Protocols document as the working document to 
continue the development of business requirements, begin development of implementation budget estimates 
and begin contracting discussions with vendors.  Due to the outstanding discussions concerning items listed 
above, MWG does not support signing contracts with vendors until these items are substantially resolved.  
MWG intends to resolve these and any other, outstanding issues prior to the January MOPC meeting.  Changes 
to the October 12, 2010 Future Market Protocols document will be presented to the MOPC with an explanation 
of the changes and, if appropriate, a system impact assessment.  Changes during this period will not follow the 
Protocol Revision Request Process. 

This recommendation should not be interpreted as an approval by individual MWG members of every single 
design element. 

Action Requested: Endorse the Future Markets Protocols Document. 
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Regulatory Issues for MWG Meeting – September 20, 2010 

1) FERC held a technical conference on demand response compensation on September 13.  
Comments on the Supplemental NOPR and the tech conference discussion due on October 13.  
Webcast of the tech conference is posted on the FERC website. 
 

2) RTWG voted to approve PRR 224, 226, 223 and 228 on September 15.  RTWG voted to send back 
PRRs 200 and 211  to be discussed again by MWG.  
 

3) FERC Open Meeting agenda for Thursday September 16 has SPP’s Order 719 docket and the 
changes in the Bylaws docket listed.  I will report on the order during MWG. 
 

4) No order in the SPP baseline tariff filing as of September 15. 
 

5) As soon as possible after the baseline filing is approved, SPP will make the filings of PRRs 210 
and 214. 
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August 2010
Market Assessment

M k t W ki G P t tiMarket Working Group Presentation
by

SPP Market Monitoring Unit

• Monthly Metrics

MMU Report - Market Overview

y
Prices

Congestion

Wind Generation

Ramp Metrics

SPP.org 22
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Prices – Electricity & Natural Gas
$14 $80

August 2010
Average SPP EIS LIP                   $35.92 /MWh
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Henry Hub Basis Differentials
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SPP EIS Price Contour Map – August 2010
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Congestion Report- August 2010
Region Flowgate Name Flowgate Location 

(kV) [Control Area] 

 Average 
Hourly 

Shadow 
Price 

($/MWh) 

Total % 
Intervals 

(Breached 
or Binding) 

Detailed Description 

l Ci C (161) f l
TEMP10_16439 

Platte City – KCI  (161) ftlo 
Stranger Creek – Craig 
(115) [KCPL] 

$ 53.75 9.9% 

LAKALASTJHAW 
Lake Road – Alabama (161) 
ftlo St. Joe – Hawthorn 
(345) [KCPL] 

$ 18.54 2.5% 

IATXFRIATSTR 
Iatan Xfmr (345/161) ftlo 
Iatan – Stranger Creek 
(345) [KCPL] 

$ 8.93 1.7% 
NW Missouri 

TEMP05_16565 
Smithville – Nashua MPS 
(161) ftlo Stranger Creek – 
Craig (345) [KCPL] 

$ 8.13 2.0% 

Heavy North – South flow from Nebraska into Kansas 
and excess flow from MISO caused congestion in the 
Kansas City load pocket. 

NE Oklahoma TEMP14_16508 
Sapulpa Road – Sand 
Springs (138) ftlo Tulsa_PS 
– 36Olympic (138) [CSWS] 

$ 32.69 11.8% Loading of flowgate due to generation outage. 

H l b Pl ll S it h The combination of high wind outputs and imports on 

SPP.org 7

SW Kansas HOLPLYHOLSPE 
Holcomb – Plymell Switch 
(115) ftlo Holcomb - 
Spearville (345) [SECI] 

$ 29.08 8.3% 
g p p

the 115 kV Holcomb – Plymell along with being on top 
of the heavy North-South flow coming from West 
Kansas causes congestion on the flowgates. 

Texas 
Panhandle OSGCANBUSDEA 

Osage Switch - Canyon 
East (115) ftlo Bushland - 
Deaf Smith (230) [SPS] 

$ 16.39 20.6% 
Congestion due to high N-S flow. Breaches generally 
occur in this area with high fluctuating wind and/or 
area generation outages along with limited transmission 
capability available. 

Western 
Nebraska GENTLMREDWIL Gentleman – Red Willow 

(345) [NPPD] $ 11.26 14.2% 
High north – south flow from less expensive coal 
generation in western Nebraska will always flow to the 
south, to the limit the flowgate allows, causing prices to 
rise. 

 

Wind Generation & Capacity
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Ramp Metrics – August 2010

Number of 
Breaches

Average LIP 
($/MWh)

Minimum LIP 
($/MWh)

Maximum LIP 
($/MWh)

Up 14 269 159 500

Down 8 0.02 0.02 0.02

SPP.org 9

John HyattJohn Hyatt
Market Monitoring and Analysis
jhyatt@spp.org
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Quarterly Review of Active PRRs

September 20, 2010 – MWG Meetingp , g
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Status of Active PRRs as of
September 20, 2010

• PRR101 (Query LIPs at Settlement Location Level) – In 
P (PR20080028) PRR101 i t d i t thProgress (PR20080028). PRR101 incorporated into the 
PRR131 project per discussion at the June15-17, 2009 MWG 
meeting. Project added to list on 4/17/08. The Data API Project 
(PR20070143) is being worked to satisfy the requirements of 
this PRR, as well as PRR 131 and 201. (PRR201 was 
language change only and is completed).

• PRR131 (Settlement Data) – (PR20070143). In Progress as of 

SPP.org 3

05/13/08. Project has been combined with the Settlement Data 
API project. A new project number, PR20100035, has been 
assigned to this PRR. The Data API Project (PR20070143) is 
being worked to satisfy the requirements of this PRR, as well 
as PRRs 101 and 201. (PRR201 was language change only 
and is completed).

Status of Active PRRs as of
September 20, 2010

• PRR148 (VRL Message) – In progress (PR 20080030). 
Project added to list on 4/17/08Project added to list on 4/17/08. 

• PRR153 (Available Quick Start Status) – In progress 
(PR20080031). The PRR became a project on 4/17/08. 

Both PRRs are included in the Fall Patch 2010 
(PR20100036). The project is in the Construction phase. 
CWG requested a re-do of the project plan, splitting the 
delivery of Available Quick Status from the rest of the

SPP.org 4

delivery of Available Quick Status from the rest of the 
release. A discussion of proposed date changes are 
currently taking place and the project is awaiting CWG’s 
approval of new timeline or feedback on acceptability. 
(PRRs 148, 153, 194 and 213 are all included in the 
project.)
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Status of Active PRRs as of
September 20, 2010

PRR166 (URD E ti b U it) N t ti• PRR166 (URD Exemption by Unit) – Not active 
(PR20090015). The PRR became a project on 6/22/09. This 
PRR has been cited to be included in the Spring 2011 Patch 
project.

• PRR173 (Portal Posting for Offer Caps) – Not active 
(PR20080053). Project suspended awaiting Release Bundling 
for PRRs (Project Portfolio Report of 5/13/10). 

SPP.org 5

• PRR176 (Demand Response Participating in the EIS 
Market) – Pending result of the SPP Order 719 filing.

• PRR183 (NLS from Offline Resources) – Completion is 
pending project status of PRR153.

Status of Active PRRs as of
September 20, 2010

• PRR190 (URD Future Enhancements) – To be presented at 
th S t b 20 22 2010 MWG ti dithe September 20 - 22, 2010 MWG meeting regarding 
withdrawal.

• PRR194 (Manual Status) – In progress (PR20090021). 
Project Request submitted on August 26, 2009.  This PRR is 
included in the Fall Patch 2010 (PR20100036). The project is 
in the Construction phase. CWG requested a re-do of the 
project plan, splitting the delivery of Available Quick Status 

SPP.org 6

from the rest of the release. A discussion of proposed date 
changes are currently taking place and the project is awaiting 
CWG’s approval of new timeline or feedback on acceptability. 
(PRRs 148, 153, 194 and 213 are all included in the 
project.)
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Status of Active PRRs as of
September 20, 2010

• PRR200 (Keep Whole Payments for Out of Merit Energy ( p y gy
Dispatch) – Per the September 15th RTWG meeting, this PRR 
is remanded back to the MWG for clarity regarding the MWs 
that are affected as a result of the OOME. Also, awaiting 
ORWG review upon conclusion of final version of Protocol and 
Tariff language, and approval. To be reviewed at the 
September 20 -22, 2010 MWG meeting.

• PRR203 (Keep Whole Payments for EIS MWs Left in Market

SPP.org 7

PRR203 (Keep Whole Payments for EIS MWs Left in Market 
After Making Deployment for TLRs) – Pending approval of 
PRR213.

Status of Active PRRs as of
September 20, 2010

• PRR210 (Market Monitoring Audit Requirements) - Awaiting 
FERC filing and approval.

• PRR211 (Curtailment of Generation in Manual Status) – Per 
the September 15th RTWG conference call, this PRR has been 
remanded back to the MWG for review on the issue of QFs and 
language changes. This PRR has been cited to be included in 
the Spring 2011 Patch project To be reviewed at the

SPP.org 8

the Spring 2011 Patch project.  To be reviewed at the 
September 20 – 22, 2010 MWG meeting.
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Status of Active PRRs as of
September 20, 2010

• PRR213 (Block VRLs for OC Type Constraints) - This PRR 
is included in the Fall Patch 2010 (PR20100036). The project 
is in the Construction phase. CWG requested a re-do of the 
project plan, splitting the delivery of Available Quick Status 
from the rest of the release. A discussion of proposed date 
changes are currently taking place and the project is awaiting 
CWG’s approval of new timeline or feedback on acceptability. 
(PRRs 148, 153, 194 and 213 are all included in the 
project ) Operations to perform analysis on the different

SPP.org 9

project.) Operations to perform analysis on the different 
blocks to determine what actually needs to be submitted for 
Tariff language. MWG to review during September 20 – 22, 
2010 meeting.

• PRR214 (Offer Price Floor) - Awaiting FERC approval

Status of Active PRRs as of
September 20, 2010

PRR215 (R i t ti f T i i I ti• PRR215 (Registration of Transmission Impacting 
Resources) - Staff to verify data of the resources and present 
details at next PRR meeting. Tabled for further review at the 
September 20-22, 2010 MWG meeting.

• PRR216 (Notification of New Registration) - Tabled for 
further review at the September 20-22, 2010 MWG meeting.

• PRR219 (RSS Outage Schedules) - PRR was language only

SPP.org 10

• PRR219 (RSS Outage Schedules) - PRR was language only        
change / Completed. Changes in PRR219 are currently being 
handled in a project effort (Data Push Project).  The project 
number is PR20070143 and is estimated to be completed this 
fall.  All necessary reviews and approvals are completed.
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Status of Active PRRs as of
September 20, 2010

• PRR221 (Validation of Profit Prior to Applying Under ( pp y g
Scheduling Disgorgement Logic) - Awaiting Settlement 
examples to aid in the illustration of the intent of the PRR. To 
be reviewed at the September 20th – 22nd MWG meeting.

• PRR222 (Dispatchable Range Diagram) - To be reviewed at 
the October 12, 2010 MOPC meeting.

• PRR223 (Meter Agent Clarification for Joint Owned Units 

SPP.org 11

(JOU)) – To be reviewed at the October 12, 2010 MOPC 
meeting.

• PRR224 (Expedited Review and Urgent Action Requests 
for PRRs) – To be reviewed at the October 12, 2010 MOPC 
meeting.

Status of Active PRRs as of
September 20, 2010

PRR225 (O d N 719 R i t f M k t• PRR225 (Order No. 719 Requirements for Market 
Monitoring) – Tabled due to Order 719.

• PRR226 (XML Notification of CME) – To be reviewed at the 
October 12, 2010 MOPC meeting.

• PRR227 (Keep Whole Payments for Out of Merit 
Commitment) – Tabled for review at the September 20th –
22nd MWG meeting

SPP.org 12

22nd MWG meeting.

• PRR228 (2011 Offer Cap Calculation Update) - To be 
reviewed at the October 12, 2010 MOPC meeting.
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Status of Active PRRs as of
September 20, 2010

• PRR229 (Deletion of “Removal from Dispatch” Language) 
– To be reviewed at the September 20th – 22nd MWG meeting.

• PRR230 (Language Change for CME Requirements) – To 
be reviewed at the September 20th – 22nd MWG meeting.

• PRR231 (Request for Timing Change) – To be reviewed at 
the September 20th – 22nd MWG meeting

SPP.org 13

the September 20 – 22 MWG meeting.

• PRR232 (Handling of Incorrect Schedule Adjustments) –
To be reviewed at the September 20th – 22nd MWG meeting.

Contact NameContact Name
Title
501-614-#Ext
questions@spp.org
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PRR 
Number 190 PRR 

Title URD Future Enhancements 

Timeline 

 
 Normal               Urgent 

 
Provide explanation if urgent is selected       

 
Recommendation 
Action 
 

 Approve   Unanimous      Reject        
 

 Require additional information       
 

 Defer            Refer       

Impact Analysis 
Required    Yes                    No 

Protocol Section(s) 
Requiring Revision  

Section No  8.5 and a new section 8.5.8 
Title Uninstructed Deviation      
Protocol Version 7.0a 

Revision Description 

PRR 025 when it was originally approved (August 8, 2005) allowed 
for some future market enhancements that were not able to be 
implemented on or before the February 1, 2007 start date.  These 
enhancements have been gray boxed items since incorporation into 
the Protocols since 2005.   
PRR 025 was drafted to address an action item by ORWG for the 
necessity of charge types to create additional financial incentives to 
follow instructions.  The PRR was also to address the MOPC request 
of developing charge types that would not allow over adequate 
compensation for regulation providers. 

MWG Review 
PRR Recommendation  

 
Date of Vote 10/21/08 
Date:  9/21/09 – MWG tabled the discussion of this PRR until 
further review. 
 
All Segments present for the vote        Yes          No 
 
Segment of Parties that voted No or Abstained 
None 
 

RTWG Review Approved in the January 6, 2009 RTWG meeting. 

ORWG Review Approved in the November 6, 2008 ORWG Meeting. 

MOPC 
Recommendation  

January 12, 2009 - MOPC Remanded PRR back to the MWG for the 
RTWG to work out the process. 
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PRR190_Recommendation_Report Page 2 of 5 

 
 

Original Sponsor 
Name Emily Davis 
Company Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 

 
 

Comments Received 
Comment Author Comment Description 
  

 
 
 

Proposed Protocol Language Revision 
 

8.5 Uninstructed Deviation 
Uninstructed Deviation is the difference in the Dispatch Instruction and the real time operating level.  
SPP will calculate and retain the Uninstructed Deviation at the end of each Deployment Interval based 
on SPP’s clock synchronized to True Time GPS Satellite.  The real time operating level of the 
Resource will be determined by utilizing real time data from the following sources in order of priority: 
 

(1) Valid SCADA reading for the Resource provided by the Transmission Operator 
(2) Valid SCADA reading for the Resource provided by the Market Participant for the Resource 
(3) Estimated loading from the SPP state estimator from a valid state estimator solution 
(4) The last valid reading from the end of an interval from above sources.   

 
The real time operating level values captured will be reconciled to the metered values for the 
Resource, so that the integration/average of the twelve values for a particular Operating Hour matches 
the metered values utilized in settlements for the Resource.  

 
Example 1 
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New Section 8.5.8 
 
8.5.8  Uninstructed Deviation Charge Payment to Regulation Providers 

   
During the period prior to the implementation of a regulation ancillary service market and until the SPP 
operates as a Balancing Authority, it is recognized that the Balancing Authority host for the Resource, 
as a result of its control performance obligations, is responsible for regulating up or down to offset 
Uninstructed Deviation within its area.  In order to maintain operation within NERC control 
performance standards, Uninstructed Deviation by non-regulating Resources within the Balancing 
Authority will be offset by equal and opposite regulation deployments by the Resources in the 
Balancing Authority providing regulation services (Regulating Resources).  In such situations 
Regulating Reserves are forced to be price takers either purchasing or selling power at the LIP.  The 
amount of the offsetting regulation deployments is the net of the Uninstructed Deviation on all of the 
non-regulating units in the Settlement Area.  Uninstructed Deviation Charges from Regulating 
Resources in each Settlement Area will be allocated to the Regulating Resources within the same 
Settlement Area.   
 
The portion of the Uninstructed Deviation Charges from non-regulating Resources allocated to the 
Regulating Resources in that Settlement Area will be based on a ratio of the net uninstructed MW from 
non-regulating units to the net absolute uninstructed MW from non-regulating units in the Settlement 
Area and is calculated as follows: 
 
A = Total Uninstructed Deviation $ from non-regulating Resources 
B = Total absolute MW of Uninstructed Deviations from non-regulating Resources 
C = Total net MW of Uninstructed Deviation from non-regulating Resources 
D = Amount to be credited back to Regulating Resources 
 
Example 1: 
 

Time 

Real Time
Operating

Level 
Metered 
MWH

Reconciled 
Operating 

Level Used 
for URC

1205 432 450
1210 442 460
1215 456 475
1220 470 489
1225 480 500
1230 490 510
1235 509 530
1240 523 545
1245 509 530
1250 485 505
1255 480 500
1300 485 505

Integration 480 500 500
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D = A * (C/B)  
 
Three identical Resources 
R1 – UDC MW = +100      UD Charge = $1000 
R2 – UDC MW = -100       UD Charge = $1000 
R3 – UDC MW = +25        U D Charge = $250 
 
A = $2250 
B = 225 
C = 25 
D = $2250 * (25/225) = $250 credited back to regulation providers & $2000 credited to the market 
overall through uplift. 
 
 

The collections to be distributed to the regulating units will be distributed proportionately to the 
Resources based on the amount of regulation service reflected on the Ancillary Service Plan.  The portion 
of the Uninstructed Deviation Charges from non-regulating Resources non allocated to the Regulating 
Resources in that Settlement Area will be uplifted through RNU procedures as found in Section 11. 

 

 
Proposed Tariff Language Revision 

New Section 4.1 (g) 
 
In order to maintain operation within NERC control performance standards, Uninstructed Deviation by 
non-regulating Resources within the Balancing Authority will be offset by equal and opposite 
regulation deployments by the Resources in the Balancing Authority providing regulation services 
(Regulating Resources). 
 
For each Operating Hour, the Uninstructed Deviation Charges from Regulating Resources in each 
Settlement Area will be allocated to the Regulating Resources within the same Settlement Area.  
 
For each Operating Hour, the portion of the Uninstructed Deviation Charges from non-regulating 
Resources, allocated to the Resources in that Settlement Area, will be based on a ratio of the absolute 
value of the net Uninstructed Deviation MW from non-regulating Resources to the sum of the absolute 
Uninstructed Deviation MW from non-regulating units in the Settlement Area. 
 
The collections to be distributed to the regulating units will be distributed proportionately to the 
Regulating Resources based on the amount of regulation service reflected on the Ancillary Service 
Plan.  The portion of the Uninstructed Deviation Charges from non-regulating Resources non allocated 
to the Regulating Resources in that Settlement Area will be uplifted through RNU procedures found in 
the Market Protocols. 

 

Proposed Criteria Language Revision 

Deleted: A portion of 

Deleted: r

Deleted:  

Deleted: T

Deleted: u

Deleted: units 

Deleted: net 

Deleted: u
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N/A 
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PRR 
Number 200 PRR 

Title Keep Whole Payments for Out of Merit Energy Dispatch 

Timeline 

 
 Normal               Expedited 

 
Provide explanation if expedited is selected:

 
Recommendation Action 
 

 Approve              Reject        
 

 Require additional information       
 

 Defer            Refer       

Impact Analysis 
Required    Yes – If yes, estimated cost:_________________          No 

Protocol Section(s) 
Requiring Revision  

Section No:  9.2.2      
Title:  Out of Merit Energy      
Protocol Version:  10.0a 

Revision Description This PRR provides a make-whole payment for a resource that SPP needs to 
dispatch out of merit for reliability reasons. 

Tariff Revisions 
Required 

Yes -    Section No:  4.4        Title:  Calculation of Locational   
                                                              Imbalance Prices 

 No 

MWG Review 
PRR Recommendation  

 
Date of Vote:  Approve on March 22, 2010  
                    
        Unanimously approved Tariff language on August 16, 2010 
             
       August 30, 2010 – Reviewed comments from the RTWG during          
       their August 26th meeting and approved with minor edits. 
 
All Segments present for the vote:        Yes          No 
 
Segment of Parties that voted No or Abstained: 
Four oppositions – Westar, Xcel, Midwest Energy and EDE.  (Reason 
for dissenting opinion of each Market Participant is noted below.) 
Two abstentions – Kelson Energy and KCPL. 
 

RTWG Review 

August 26, 2010 – remanded back to the MWG for clarification on 
commented section (see comments below). 
 
September 15, 2010 – remanded back to the MWG for clarification on the 
number of MWs that will actually be affected the OOME, as well as the 
dispute process. 

ORWG Review       

Deleted: keep 

Formatted: Highlight
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MOPC Recommendation        
Board Review       

 
 

Original Sponsor 
Name Ann Scott 
Company Tenaska Power Services Co. 
E-mail Address ascott@tnsk.com 
Phone 817-462-1514 
Submitted Date 6/10/09 

 
 

Comments Received 
Comment Author Comment Description 
2/17/10 – Ann Scott 
Tenaska 

Revised Protocol language for February MWG meeting.  (Noted below in 
final version.) 

2/26/10 – Ann Scott 
Tenaska 

Revised Protocol language subsequent to the February MWG meeting.  
(Noted below in final version.) 

3/1/10 – Bruce Walkup 
AECC 

Revised Protocol language subsequent to the February MWG meeting. 
(Noted below in final version.) 

3/17/10 – Shah Hossain 
Westar Energy 

WRGS supports the principle that in the event the SPP Reliability 
Coordinator (“RC”) initiates an Out of Merit Energy (“OOME”) redispatch 
outside the EIS market’s SCED process, the resource that is subject to the 
OOME redispatch should be made whole to the extent the resource incurs 
cost(s) resulting from the OOME event.  However, WRGS disagrees with 
two important design elements of the PRR 200: (i) calculation of make-
whole payments, and (ii) SPP’s process of recovery of make-whole 
payments.   
 
The suggested “Revised Proposed Protocol Language” below is a redline 
version of applicable portions of Section 9.2.2 of Revision of 14 of EIS 
Market Protocols. (Included below in final version). 
 

8/26/10 – RTWG 

PRR 200/TRR 022  
 The following comments were received at the RTWG meeting on 
8/26/2010 
 
Bill Dowling – Section 5.6 (a) viii – questioned the addition of the item, 
include a +/- number, should this be a credit? 
 
Charles Locke also questioned the item and asked for clarification from the 
MWG. 
 
Dennis Reed – requested the MWG discuss the differences between the LIP 
and offer curve vs the sum of all OOME and clarify. 
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Proposed Protocol Language Revision 
 

9.2.2 Out of Merit Energy (OOME) 

SPP may issue reliability directives to any on-line Resource to resolve Emergency conditions (referred to 
in the system as “OOME,” or out of merit energy).  A Resource will receive OOME instructions for the 
duration of the reliability directive.  SPP will issue manual OOME instructions at the MW level the 
Resource is expected to produce until such time as the constraint can be resolved by SCED through the 
EIS market.  SPP will make every effort to define and activate the appropriate constraints in MOS and the 
IDC within one hour of the manual reconfiguration.  SPP shall coordinate resolution of the Emergency 
condition with the appropriate Balancing Authority (ies).   

When an OOME is created notifications will immediately be issued for all future intervals for which an 
EIS Dispatch Instruction has already been sent.  The OOME notification for future intervals not yet 
dispatched will be sent directly following the EIS Dispatch Instruction for those intervals.  Market 
Participants will receive an OOME Dispatch Instruction for each interval that supersedes the EIS Dispatch 
instruction for the same interval.  

More than one OOME may be initiated for the same Resource within a given interval.  In such a case the 
OOME instruction indicating the latest timestamp will be utilized.   

SPP will notify the Market Participant when the OOME event has ended.  Uninstructed Deviation will be 
automatically waived and Uninstructed Deviation Charges will not be assessed for a Resource for each 
interval it receives an OOME instruction consistent with section 8.5.6. 
For the duration of the reliability directive: 

a. Each Resource with an OOME instruction that results in an increase in generation that creates a 
sale to the EIS market will be paid the higher of the LIP determined by the SCED for the Resource 
Settlement Location or the Resource offer curve price at the OOME dispatch point  

b. Each Resource with an OOME instruction that results in a decrease in generation that creates a 
purchase from the EIS market will pay the lower of the LIP determined by the SCED for the 
Resource at the Settlement Location or the Resource offer curve price at the OOME dispatch 
point. 

c. Such credits will fall under the Miscellaneous Adjustment Charge Type (Section 11.4.2).  

 

Below is an overview of the OOME communication process. 
 
(no changes) 

Formatted ... [1]

Formatted ... [2]

Deleted: redispatch 

Formatted ... [3]

Deleted: s

Formatted ... [4]

Deleted: Reliability issues and any potential ... [5]

Deleted:  for the purpose of SPP incorporating into ... [6]

Deleted:  the deployment of any Resource, ... [7]

Deleted: ny

Deleted:  Resource through manual processes 

Deleted: only

Deleted:  where necessary to resolve Emergency ... [8]

Deleted:  

Deleted: that the EIS market through SCED cannot ... [9]

Deleted: .

Deleted:   

Deleted: (referred to in the system as “OOME,” or ... [10]

Deleted: r…source is expected to produce until ... [11]

Deleted: The reliability issues identified by the ... [12]

Formatted ... [13]

Deleted: ¶

Deleted:  So

Formatted ... [14]

Deleted:  

Formatted ... [15]

Deleted: The end of an OOME event will be noted ... [16]

Formatted ... [17]

Deleted: ,…Ee ... [18]

Deleted: If the LIPs do not cover the Resource’s ... [19]

Deleted: the offer price

Deleted:  of providing the service, 

Deleted: the Resource,

Deleted:  t

Deleted: E

Deleted: he

Deleted: at the …ettlement Location or the ... [20]

Deleted: The difference will be paid to the ... [21]

Deleted:  

Deleted: ¶

Deleted: For the duration of the reliability ... [22]

Deleted: E

Deleted: e…ch Resource with an OOME ... [23]

Deleted: payments

Deleted: C

Formatted ... [24]

Deleted: Any differences between the LIP and the ... [25]

Deleted: Any under collection will be resolved ... [26]

Formatted ... [27]

Deleted: ¶

Deleted: eeds to be brought on line, the ... [28]

Formatted ... [29]

Deleted: ¶

Deleted: ¶
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Reason for Dissenting Opinions 
March 26, 2010  
Westar Energy 

Westar supports the principle that resources, if incurring costs for 
responding to an Out of Merit Energy (“OOME”) directive, should recover 
those costs.  However, we cannot support the policies dictating how those 
costs are recovered as provided in PRR 200.  Therefore, Westar voted no 
on the motion to approve PRR 200.  We document our disagreements, as 
follows: 

1. We disagree with the method of utilizing the Revenue Neutrality 
Uplift (“RNU”) provision to recover OOME related costs beyond 
the receivables from application of LIP(s).  We prefer and 
recommended the use of “direct assignment to beneficiaries of 
OOME event” methodology as outlined in our comments. 

2. We disagree with the method of using the offer curve of those 
resources subject to OOME directives to settle those resources 
whenever the LIP is lower than the offer curve.  We prefer and 
recommended the use of MMU calculated proxy cost instead of the 
resource offer whenever the LIP would be lower than the resource’s 
proxy cost. 

3. We are concerned that in the potential scenario where an OOME 
directive encompasses multiple operating hours and the resource(s), 
subject to the OOME, may have an opportunity to exercise market 
power. 

4. We are concerned about the potential non-transparency in the likely 
scenario where a resource, in “Self Scheduled” or “Manual” status 
and not having a corresponding offer curve, is subjected to OOME 
and therefore entitled to recover cost(s).  We do not disagree that 
the effected resource(s) are entitled to receive just and reasonable 
costs incurred for responding to the OOME directive. 

March 26, 2010 
Xcel Energy 

SPS conceptually supports the make-whole provision for OOME. SPS 
opposed the motion and approval of PRR200 because SPS believes the 
OOME compensation is a tariff administration issue, not a market issue 
and rightfully should be address through a Business Practice or Tariff 
revision. Also, SPS believes that make-whole payments for resources 
called on for reliability should be cost based rather than offered based. 

March 28, 2010 
Midwest 

Midwest opposed the motion due to our belief that resources called upon 
for reliability should be made-whole according to a cost-based 

Deleted: ¶

Deleted: 9.2.3 Out of Merit Commitment 
(OOMC)¶
In the event that SPP identifies a potential lack of 
generation due to planned or unplanned outages, SPP 
may commit units for a period of time to prevent 
Emergency conditions.  SPP will issue manual 
instructions (referred to in the system as “OOMC,” 
or out of merit commitment) at the MW level the 
resource is expected to produce as needed.  The 
reliability issues identified by the Balancing 
Authority, with solutions, will be coordinated with 
SPP for the purpose of SPP incorporating into the 
deployment of any Resource, whether through SCED 
or manual processes.  ¶

Deleted: ¶

Deleted: When an OOMC is created notifications 
will immediately be issued for all future intervals for 
which an EIS Dispatch Instruction has already been 
sent.  The OOMC notification for future intervals not 
yet dispatched will be sent directly following the EIS 
Dispatch Instruction for those intervals.  So Market 
Participants will receive an OOMC Dispatch 
Instruction for each interval that supersedes the EIS 
Dispatch instruction for the same interval  ¶
More than one OOMC may be initiated for the same 
Resource within a given interval.  In such a case the 
OOMC instruction indicating the latest timestamp 
will be utilized.  ¶
The end of an OOMC event will be noted by the 
absence of an OOMC notification.  At this time, the 
resource would be released to return to an off-line 
status.¶
Uninstructed Deviation will be automatically waived 
and Uninstructed Deviation Charges will not be 
assessed for a Resource for each interval it receives 
an OOMC instruction consistent with section 8.5.6.¶
¶
If the LIPs do not cover the start-up cost, the cost to 
be at minimum load, and the offer price of any 
energy dispatched above the minimum load of the 
Resource, the difference will be paid to the Resource 
under the Miscellaneous Adjustment Charge Type 
(Section 11.4.2) for the intervals of the OOMC 
instructions.  Any under collection will be resolved 
through the provisions of Section 11.4.3 Revenue 
Neutrality Uplift Procedure in these Market 
Protocols.¶

Deleted: ¶

Deleted: Below is an overview of the OOMC 
communication process.¶
¶
Change flowchart appropriately.  Change OOME to 
OOMC¶

Deleted:  
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methodology as opposed to an offer-based methodology as proposed in 
PRR200. 

March 29, 2010 
Empire District 

Empire generally supports make whole provisions for OOME.  Empire 
District is opposed to make whole to offer instead of to costs.   Empire 
District is opposed to make whole cost being provided through RNU. 
Empire District believes that direct assignment to those benefiting from the 
OOME should pay the costs. 

 

Proposed Tariff Language  

 

4.4 Calculation of Locational Imbalance Prices 

A Locational Imbalance Price shall be calculated for each Meter Settlement 

Location and shall be calculated as the market clearing price at that location based 

on the security constrained economic dispatch, the Dispatchable Resource Offer 

Curve prices and resource characteristics submitted by Market Participants and 

data from the State Estimator.  The following rules will be used in calculating the 

Locational Imbalance Prices: 

(a) Locational Imbalance Prices are calculated by the Transmission Provider 

for each Dispatch Interval as part of the security constrained dispatch 

solution described under Section 4.1.  In performing these calculations, 

Dispatchable Resources will be eligible to set the Locational Imbalance 

Price under the following conditions: 

i. The Dispatchable Resource must be operating below its maximum 

capacity limit, such limit as adjusted in accordance with Section 

4.1(b); 

ii The Dispatchable Resource must be operating above its minimum 

capacity limit, such limit as adjusted in accordance with Section 

4.1(b); and 

iii The Dispatchable Resource output must not be ramp rate 

constrained such that the Dispatchable Resource cannot achieve 

the optimal desired dispatch point under the economic dispatch. 

Self-Dispatched Resources are not eligible to set the Locational Imbalance 

Price. 
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(b) The Transmission Provider shall calculate Locational Imbalance Prices for 

use in settlement as follows: 

(i) A Locational Imbalance Price shall be calculated for each Meter 

Settlement Location for every Dispatch Interval.      

(ii) The Locational Imbalance Price for a load Settlement Location for 

a Dispatch Interval within the Operating Hour shall be equal to the 

load weighted average of Locational Imbalance Prices calculated 

for Meter Settlement Locations aggregated to that Settlement 

Location for that Dispatch Interval.  The load weights utilized in 

this calculation shall be based upon the actual real-time load 

calculated at each Meter Settlement Location by the State 

Estimator in that Dispatch Interval.  For Resources, the Locational 

Imbalance Price for a Resource Settlement Location for a Dispatch 

Interval shall equal the Locational Imbalance Price calculated for 

the Meter Settlement Location for the Resource. 
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(iii) The Locational Imbalance Price at a Settlement Location and a 

Meter Settlement Location for an Operating Hour shall be equal to 

the arithmetic average of the Locational Imbalance Prices 

calculated for each Dispatch Interval at that Settlement Location or 

Meter Settlement Location within that Operating Hour.  No later 

than fifteen minutes following each Operating Hour, the 

Transmission Provider shall post the Locational Imbalance Prices 

for each Settlement Location and Meter Settlement Location for 

that Operating Hour on its website and shall indicate in that 

posting which Meter Settlement Locations were utilized in the 

calculation of Locational Imbalance Prices for each aggregated 

load  Settlement Location. 

(c) When SPP issues a reliability directive to any on-line Resource to resolve 

Emergency Condition (referred to in the system as “OOME” or out of 

merit energy) and for the duration of the reliability directive, SPP will 

determine the appropriate credit for the OOME dispatch as follows: 

(i) Each Resource with an OOME instruction that results in an 

increase in generation that creates a sale to the EIS Market will be 

paid the higher of the LIP determined by the security constrained 

economic dispatch for the Resource Settlement Location or the 

Resource offer curve price at the OOME dispatch point. 

(ii) Each Resource with an OOME instruction that results in a decrease 

in generation that creates a purchase from the EIS Market will pay 

the lower of the LIP determined by the security constrained 

economic dispatch for the Resource at the Settlement Location or 

the Resource offer price curve at the OOME dispatch point. 

(iii) Such credits will be subject to the revenue neutrality uplift process 

(Section 5.6 of this Attachment AE). 

(d)  In the event that a failure of SPP’s EIS Market systems results in a loss of 

data required for calculation of Locational Imbalance Prices, Imbalance 

Deleted: payment

Deleted: r

Deleted: payments

Deleted: C

Formatted: Highlight

Deleted: c
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Energy will continue to be settled financially under this Tariff based upon 

estimated Locational Imbalance Prices.  The Transmission Provider shall 

notify Market Participants if Imbalance Energy is to be settled using 

estimated prices.  The estimated Locational Imbalance Prices shall be 

calculated as follows. 

(i) If Locational Imbalance Pricing data is missing for two hours or 

less, the most recently calculated Locational Imbalance Prices for 

each affected Settlement Location shall be utilized for settlement 

purposes for each of the hours in which Locational Imbalance 

Pricing data is missing. 

(ii) If more than two hours of Locational Imbalance Pricing data is 

missing, the Locational Imbalance Prices for each hour for which 

data is missing shall be calculated on a Zone basis based upon the 

cost associated with the provision of Schedule 4 Service.  The cost 

associated with provision of Schedule 4 Service shall be computed 

as the greater of (1) actual cost of the highest-cost MWh of energy 

procured for the purposes of providing Schedule 4 Service, if such 

energy was procured; or (2) the fuel cost and other variable costs 

associated with the production of the highest-cost MWh of energy 

produced for the purpose of providing Schedule 4 Service, such 

costs not to include opportunity costs.  SPP must specifically 

request the Schedule 4 Service cost information from affected 

Zone suppliers and the affected Zone suppliers must provide the 

requested cost information to SPP no later than 24 hours after the 

request is made.    
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5.6 Revenue Neutrality  

To the extent that the sum of all charges calculated under Sections 5.2, 5.3, 5.4 

5.5 and Section IV.B.2 of Attachment M is not equal to the sum of all credits 

calculated under Sections 4.5(d), 5.2 and Section IV.B.2 of Attachment M for any 

hour in the Operating Day, the Transmission Provider shall perform the following 

calculations for each applicable hour of the Operating Day for each Market 

Participant such that the total charges are equal to the total credits in each 

applicable hour. 

 

(a) For each hour, the System Imbalance Uplift Charge/Credit shall be equal 

to the sum of: 

(i) the sum of all Net Energy Imbalance Service Charge/Credits in 

that hour; 

(ii) the sum of all Over Scheduling Charges in that hour; 

(iii) the sum of all Under Scheduling Charges in that hour; 

(iv) the sum of all Uninstructed Deviation Charges in that hour; 

(v) the sum of all Recalculated LIP Credits in that hour; 

(vi) the sum of all Designated Balancing Authority Loss Charges in 

that hour, where such Designated Balancing Authority Loss 

Charges are calculated in accordance with Section IV.B.2 of 

Attachment M;  

(vii) the sum of all Self-Provided Loss Credits in that hour, where such 

Self-Provided Loss Credits are calculated in accordance with 

Section IV.B.2 of Attachment M; and 

(viii) the sum of all OOME event credits (if any) for the hour that an 

OOME event occurs and causes a Resource to be dispatched 

resulting in a situation as described in Section 4.4(c) of this 

Attachment. 
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(b) For each hour, a Market Participant shall have an Energy Imbalance 

Service Uplift Obligation at each Settlement Location that is equal to the 

sum of: 

(i) the absolute value of that Market Participant’s actual net 

generation at that Settlement Location; 

(ii) the absolute value of that Market Participant’s Reported Load at 

that Settlement Location; 

(ii) the absolute value of that Market Participant’s bilateral transaction 

purchases external to the SPP Region at that Settlement Location; 

and 

(iv) the absolute value of that Market Participant’s bilateral transaction 

sales external to the SPP Region at that Settlement Location. 

(c) For each hour, each Market Participant’s Energy Imbalance Uplift 

Charge/Credit at each Settlement Location shall be equal to: 

  EIUC = SIC * (EISUOMP / sum of EISUOMP), where; 

EIUC = Market Participant’s Energy Imbalance Uplift Charge/Credit; 

SIC = System Imbalance Charge/Credit calculated under Section 5.6(a);  

EISUOMP = Market Participant Energy Imbalance Service Uplift 

 Obligation as calculated under Section 5.6(b) 
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 (d) For each hour, each Market Participant’s total Energy Imbalance Uplift 

Charge/Credit shall be equal to the sum of that Market Participant’s 

Settlement Location specific Energy Imbalance Uplift Charge/Credit 

calculated under Section 5.6 (c). 

(e) For one year following the EIS Market Effective Date, the Transmission 

Provider shall post on its website on a monthly basis, by Operating Hour, 

the net of all Energy Imbalance Uplift Charges/Credits and each of the 

following charge types for that hour:   

(1) the net of all Net Energy Imbalance Service Charges/Credits;  

(2) the sum of all Uninstructed Deviation Charges;  

(3) the sum of all Over Scheduling Charges;  

(4) the sum of all Under Scheduling Charges;  

(5) the sum of all Recalculated LIP Credits; and  

 

(6) by charge type, the net of any other credits or charges not encompassed 

within (1) through (5).   

Information for a month shall be posted no later than the 15th day of the 

succeeding month and shall be posted in a programmatic interface format. 

 

 
 
 

 
Proposed Criteria Language Revision 

 
NA 
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PRR 
Number 213 PRR 

Title Block VRLs for OC Type Constraints 

Timeline 

 
 Normal               Expedited 

 
Provide explanation if expedited is selected:  The extreme LIPs 
associated with VRL activation limits certain Market Participants from 
participating fully in the EIS Market. PRR213 is expected to help mitigate 
the limitation and needs to be expedited for implementation with the market 
operations system patch tentatively scheduled in the Fall 2010.  

 
Recommendation Action 
 

 Approve              Reject        
 

 Require additional information       
 

 Defer            Refer       

Impact Analysis 
Required    Yes – If yes, estimated cost:  $51,576.00       No 

Protocol Section(s) 
Requiring Revision  

Section No:  None Noted 
Title:             
Protocol Version:        

Revision Description This PRR changes the single block Operational Constraint Violation 
Relaxation Limit (OC VRL) to multiple block value points.         

Tariff Revisions 
Required 

Yes -    Section No:  Addendum 1 to Attachment AE      
                 Title:  Violation Relaxation Limit Values (VRLs) 

 No 

MWG Review 
PRR Recommendation  

 
Date of Vote:  April 20, 2010 – Unanimously Approved 
 
All Segments present for the vote:        Yes          No 
 
Segment of Parties that voted No or Abstained: 
      
 

RTWG Review       

ORWG Review       

MOPC Recommendation        
Board Review       

 
 

Original Sponsor 
Name Casey Cathey, P.E. 
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Company Southwest Power Pool 
E-mail Address ccathey@spp.org 
Phone 501-614-3267 
Submitted Date March 14, 2010 

 
 

Comments Received 
Comment Author Comment Description 
  

 
 
 

Proposed Protocol Language Revision 
 

None Noted 
 

Proposed Tariff Language Revision 

Addendum 1 to Attachment AE 
 

Violation Relaxation Limit Values (VRLs) 
 

This Addendum 1 to Attachment AE sets forth the Violation Relaxation Limit Values (VRLs) to be used 
in conjunction with the operation of the SPP Energy Imbalance Service Market. 
 
 
 

Violation Category VRL $ Level and Unit of Violation 
Operational Constraint (Loading) Limit 
Block 1 

$500 up to 103% of loading at each network 
constraint (called operating constraints or OCs) 

Operational Constraint (Loading) Limit 
Block 2 

$1,000 up to 105% of loading at each network 
operating constraint  

Operational Constraint (Loading) Limit 
Block 3 

$1,500 greater than 105% loading at each network 
operating  

Resource Ramp Rate Limit $5,000  per MW1 at each resource  
Generation –to-Load Balance $50,000  per MW within each dispatch solution 
Resource Maximum/Minimum Limit $100,000  per MW at each resource 
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Proposed Criteria Language Revision 
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PRR 
Number 229 PRR 

Title Deletion of “Removal from Dispatch” Language  

Protocol Section(s) 
Requiring Revision  

Section No:  9.2.1.1      
Title:  Uninstructed Deviation      
Protocol Version:  17 

Impact Analysis 
Required 
 

 Yes – If yes, estimated cost:________________          No        
 
SPP Staff will complete this section. 

Requested Resolution  
  Normal      Expedited       

   
Provide explanation if expedited is selected:               

Revision Description Delete language regarding the removal of Resources from dispatch due to 
uninstructed deviation. 

Reason for Revision 

PRR 186 eliminated the “Removal from Dispatch” section from the EIS 
Market Protocols with implementation in Summer 2009.  Section 9.2.1.1 
currently contains a paragraph with the old “Removal from Dispatch” 
language and this PRR simply requests the removal of the obsolete 
language. 

Tariff Implications or 
Changes  

 Yes – Section No: (Include a summary of impact and/or specific 
changes) 
 
      
 

 No 

Criteria Implications or 
Changes  

 Yes  - Section No: (Include a summary of impact and/or specific 
changes) 
 
      
 

 No 

Credit Implications  

 Yes (Include a summary of impact and/or specific changes) 
 
      
 

 No 
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Sponsor 

Name John Hyatt  
E-mail Address jhyatt@spp.org 
Company SPP – Market Monitoring Unit 
Phone Number 501-688-1630 
Date 08/06/2010 

 
 

Proposed Protocol Language Revision 
 

 

9.2.1.1  Uninstructed Deviation 
Uninstructed Deviation is the difference between the dispatch instructions and the actual performance of 
the Resource.  Uninstructed Deviation is calculated for all Resources.  The difference is calculated for the 
end of each Deployment Interval.  These differences are captured for integration purposes and further 
analysis. 
 
Any Resource that deviates from SPP Dispatch Instructions more than 10%, adjusted for regulation 
capacity and limited to a minimum of 1 MW, for 6 consecutive intervals will be removed from the 
dispatch process of the market for the remainder of the day and the day after such deviation is noted.  This 
will result in those identified Resources being designated as Self-dispatched units.  For Resources 
carrying spin and non-spin capacity, the intervals during an SPP Automated Reserve Sharing event will be 
ignored for the purposes of determining uninstructed deviation.  
 
 
 
 

Uninstructed Deviation vs. Imbalance Example 1 
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Uninstructed Deviation vs. Imbalance Example 2 
 

 
 
 

Generator A is available for SPP deployment

Schedule for hour ending 1300:
Generator A to Load A 100 MWh

Time
Dispatch 

Instruction
Instantaneous 
Measurement

Uninstructed 
Deviation

Settlement 
MeasurementSchedule

1215 100 MW 100 MW 85 MW -15 MW
1230 100 MW 120 MW 129 MW 9 MW
1245 100 MW 110 MW 130 MW 20 MW
1300 100 MW 100 MW 100 MW 0 MW

110 MWh

Imbalance = (Actual MWh - Scheduled MWh)
Imbalance = (110 MWh - 100 MWh) = 10 MWh surplus

Generator A is available for SPP deployment

Schedule for hour ending 1300:
Generator A to Load A 100 MWh

Time
Dispatch 

Instruction
Instantaneous 
Measurement

Uninstructed 
Deviation

Settlement 
MeasurementSchedule

1215 100 MW 125 MW 110 MW -15 MW
1230 100 MW 125 MW 110 MW -15 MW
1245 100 MW 125 MW 110 MW -15 MW
1300 100 MW 125 MW 110 MW -15 MW

110 MWh

Imbalance = (Actual MWh - Scheduled MWh)
Imbalance = (110 MWh - 100 MWh) = 10 MWh surplus
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Proposed Tariff Language Revision 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Proposed Criteria Language Revision 
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PRR 
Number 230 PRR 

Title Language Change for CME Requirement 

Protocol Section(s) 
Requiring Revision  

Section No:  6.8      

6.8 Title:  Schedule Curtailment/Adjustment under SPP Congestion 
Management 

      
Protocol Version:  17.0a 

Impact Analysis 
Required 
 

 Yes – If yes, estimated cost:________________          No        
 
SPP Staff will complete this section. 

Requested Resolution  
  Normal      Expedited       

   
Provide explanation if expedited is selected:               

Revision Description Removal of the requirement that SPP will call CME and not TLR if there 
are no IDC schedule/NNL impacts.   

Reason for Revision 

The current protocol language regarding PRR204 reads that if IDC does not 
have schedule/NNL impact, SPP will only call CME in MOS & not in IDC.  
This provides a cumbersome process.  The design of CME should allow for 
flexibility when there are no schedule/NNL impacts in IDC.  Curtailments 
& redispatch would remain accurate & equitable if SPP defaults to initiating 
TLR.  The removal of this language keeps the requirement that SPP would 
curtail external impacts if above the curtailment threshold in IDC, however 
gives flexibility to allow a TLR, when no impacts are in IDC.        

Tariff Implications or 
Changes  

 Yes – Section No: (Include a summary of impact and/or specific 
changes) 
 
      
 

 No 

Criteria Implications or 
Changes  

 Yes  - Section No: (Include a summary of impact and/or specific 
changes) 
 
      
 

 No 
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Credit Implications  

 Yes (Include a summary of impact and/or specific changes) 
 
      
 

 No 
 
 
 
 

Sponsor 
Name Casey Cathey, P.E. 
E-mail Address ccathey@spp.org 
Company Southwest Power Pool 
Phone Number 501-614-3267 
Date 08-10-2010 

 
Proposed Protocol Language Revision 

 

6.8 Schedule Curtailment/Adjustment under SPP Congestion Management 

Except as provided for Emergency conditions in Section 1, when a constraint is observed in real-time, a 
SPP Congestion Management Event (CME) will be initiated and the constraint will be activated in the 
MOS.  The CME can be initiated through declaration of a TLR or an activation of a constraint in MOS.  
SPP will declare a TLR if IDC curtailable schedules/NNL exist in IDC above the curtailment threshold.  
The CME will cause MOS to deploy Dispatchable Resources to provide appropriate reduction in flows to 
relieve the constraint.  An analysis will be performed to determine if curtailable schedules/NNL exist in 
IDC above the curtailment threshold for the current operating hour and the next hour.  In conjunction with 
the constraint activation, SPP Curtailment/Adjustment Tool (SPP CAT) will manage curtailments of 
Energy Schedules as appropriate. SPP will use the combination of CAT and MOS to reliably manage and 
economically maximize the flow of power on flowgates to within the applicable operating limits as 
prescribed by NERC.   

During an SPP Congestion Management event, EIS impacts greater than zero in a particular priority will 
be removed before curtailing any existing schedules in the same priority.  Since the current SPP Market 
Structure provides no mechanism to directly assign the cost associated with relieving congestion to the 
schedules impacting a particular constrained flowgate, the CAT shall curtail/adjust schedules to achieve a 
relieving impact equal to the amount of Energy Imbalance supporting scheduled flows.  On those 
flowgates for which SPP is the Reliability Coordinator, the result of such curtailment procedure will be 
that flows resulting from the EIS market dispatch will not provide counter-flows to support schedule 
flows that are to be curtailed as described earlier. 
 

 

Deleted: TLR Operations

Comment [seh1]: PRR204 pending Project 
Mgmt. review PR20090030 and FERC order and 
approval. 

Deleted: TLR will be requested through the IDC

Deleted:  

Deleted: If there are no such IDC curtailable 
schedules/NNL, SPP will initiate the CME directly 
in MOS and not issue a TLR.  ¶

Deleted:  

Deleted: When TLR is requested, MOS, the NERC 
IDC and the SPP Curtailment/Adjustment Tool (SPP 
CAT) will all work in conjunction with each other to 
manage congestion on constrained flow gates and 
handle curtailments of Energy Schedules as 
appropriate.  

Comment [seh2]: PRR204 Pending Project 
Mgmt. review PR20090030 and FERC order and 
approval. 

Deleted: TLR 

Comment [seh3]: PRR204 Pending Project 
Mgmt. review PR20090030 and FERC order and 
approval. 

Deleted:  ¶
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